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 1 
Introduction 
The Oscillating Influence of Passion and Self-Control 
 
“Grief joys, joy grieves, on slender accident”  
—Shakespeare  
 
“the extreme partes of mundayne ioye is sorowe and heuynesse: And ... nothinge of this 
world, may so moche reioyce us: but occasion maye cause it to be displeasant unto us”  
—Thomas Elyot 
 
“lest I should too happie be / In my unhappinesse, / Turning my purge to food, thou 
throwest me / Into more sicknesses.” 
—George Herbert1 
 
 
I. Good Burning: Two Examples. 
 In the fourth year of Mary Tudor’s reign, according to John Foxe’s Acts and 
Monuments, a noblewoman named Joyce Lewis was condemned to death at the stake by 
burning.  Lewis responded to her lot in a manner fairly typical of the Protestant ideal.  
She was faithful without being superstitious, and she was bold but not too bold.  In many 
ways, Lewis’s death was the very embodiment of steadfast Protestant piety.  She was, in 
a word, constant.  On the evening before her death, for example, she assured her friends, 
                                                
1 William Shakespeare, Hamlet, in The Norton Shakespeare, eds. Stephen E. Greenblatt, et. al. (New York: 
Norton, 1997), 3.2.672; Thomas Elyot, The Castel of Helth (New York, 1936), sig. Tiiii.v.; George Herbert, 
“Affliction (I),” in The Works of George Herbert, ed. F. E. Hutchinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1941), ll. 
49-52. 
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“as for the fear of death … I do not greatly pass.”2  Foxe further explains that “the Spirit 
of God did manifestly appear in her, who did expel the fear of death out of her heart.”3  
Both Foxe and Lewis herself put substantial emphasis on her impassivity at the prospect 
of imminent destruction, and it is important to observe that they imagined this 
steadfastness corresponding to a material, interior process.  Pains–as it were–have been 
taken to assure the reader that Joyce Lewis’s emotional condition conforms to her 
spiritual profession.  Thanks to the therapeutic work of the Holy Spirit, the pernicious 
passion of fear has been expelled from her heart.  Consequently, she does not “pass” fear.  
She can stand up to what she calls the “ugsome face of death,” as well as the ugsome face 
of Roman Catholic orthodoxy that would move her to conformity. 
 Over a century later, in the much altered political climate of Stuart Restoration, 
Milton depicts similar emotional trials in the discord of heaven in Paradise Lost, Book V.  
Abdiel is the only angel who remains “unmov’d, / Unshak’n, unseduced, unterrified” 
when Satan, consumed by autogenetic pride, begins perverting his companions with 
seditious appeals to “reason,” “liberty,” and “being ordain’d to govern, not to serve.”4  
Although Abdiel does not die for the cause of Evangelical truth as Joyce Lewis does, he 
is an avatar of Miltonic patience, and his “testimonie of Truth” warrants comparison to 
martyrdom (Greek martus = witness).  In Book XII, Adam recognizes that “suffering for 
Truth’s sake / Is fortitude to highest victory,” but this is a lesson Abdiel has already 
demonstrated in Milton’s anamnestic account of Satan’s original disobedience.  
Etymologically, passion and suffering are synonymous.  The meaning of each term is 
                                                
2 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments, ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 8.1.403. 
3 Ibid. 
4 John Milton, Paradise Lost, in The Riverside Milton, ed. Roy Flannigan (Houghton Mifflin, 1998), 5.899-
900, 5.793-794, & 5.802.  Hereafter, citations of Milton’s poem appear in the text. 
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nevertheless slippery as we will explore shortly in greater detail.  For Milton and—in the 
case of Joyce Lewis, at least—for Foxe, suffering for Truth’s sake is about the experience 
of inward fidelity rather than outward strength.  The latter is merely a by-product of the 
former.  In Book VI, God praises the character of Abdiel’s endurance:   
Servant of God, well done, well hast thou fought 
The better fight, who single hast maintaind 
Against revolted multitudes the Cause 
Of Truth, in a word mightier than they in Armes; 
And for the testimonie of Truth has born 
Universal reproach, far worse to bear  
Then violence: for this was all thy care 
To stand approv’d in sight of God, though Worlds 
Judg’d thee perverse. (29-37) 
We might imagine Joyce Lewis receiving a similar reception.  She, like Abdiel, has felt 
“the flame of zeale severe” (807) and “hast maintaind / Against revolted multitudes” who 
regarded such zeal as “perverse,” or “singular and rash” (851).  
 It will be recalled that the history of psychology preceding the eighteenth century 
is more properly the history of “the passions.”  As such, it is also a history mired in 
ancient physiological, philosophical, and theological debates.  As many scholars have 
pointed out, early modern people did not imagine their emotional worlds to be clearly 
distinguishable from the workings of their bodily economies.5  Far from over-simplifying 
matters, pre-modern and early modern views of the working human interior were as 
sophisticated as any analytical scheme devised in the post-Cartesian era.  The descriptive 
terminology alone is so labile it tends both to tantalize and torment.  As Katherine 
                                                
5 See, for example, Ruth Leila Anderson, Elizabethan Psychology and Shakespeare’s Plays (Iowa City, 
University of Iowa Press, 1927), Lawrence Babb, The Elizabethan Malady: A Study of Melancholia in 
English Literature from 1580 to 1642 (East Lansing: Michigan State UP, 1951), Michael Schoenfeldt, 
Bodies and Selves in Early Modern England: Physiology and Inwardness in Spenser, Shakespeare, 
Herbert, and Milton (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), and Reading the Early Modern Passions: Essays 
in the Cultural History of Emotion, eds. Gail Paster, Katherine Rowe, and Mary Floyd-Wilson 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004). 
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Eisaman Maus has observed of early modern speech, for example, “it [can be] difficult to 
know when what seems to us a bodily analogy is really an analogy; when we are dealing 
with metaphor and when with a bare statement of fact—and whether, many times, this 
kind of distinction is even germane.”6  Nevertheless, as students of the historical 
phenomenology of emotion, we must interrogate the difficulties Maus identifies in order 
to better understand our subject.  The present study means to put pressure on some of the 
ambiguities and seeming contradictions that strike Maus as problematic.  Foxe’s 
sixteenth-century portrait of Joyce Lewis and Milton’s seventeenth-century portrait of 
Abdiel are apt subjects for pressure of this kind.  In them, the experience of physiological 
and metaphysical events straddles the territory of metaphor and fact.  Although Lewis 
suffered an “unquiet mind” prior to instruction in “the ways of the Lord” by John Glover, 
and although she would be tempted by the devil in her moment of greatest vulnerability, 
she was ultimately “comforted in Christ” by an inclination that “her vocation and calling 
to the knowledge of God’s word was a manifest token of God’s love towards her, 
especially that same Holy Spirit working in her heart.”7  Likewise, Abdiel counters 
Satan’s sinister perturbations (the “bad influence” which has penetrated the breasts of 
Satan’s legions) with holy perturbations (“the flame of zeale severe” and “the current of 
his fury”).  For Lewis, Foxe, Milton, and even Abdiel, questions of religious certainty 
were not conceived as solely spiritual, rational, or physical but rather as a mixture of the 
three.  In fact, many early moderns seemed to have taken this view.  Irresolution was 
experienced as an “unquiet” state-of-being, an internal disorientation from the proper 
                                                
6 Katherine Eisaman Maus, Inwardness and Theater in the English Renaissance (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1995), p. 196. 
7 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 8.1.401, 403-404. 
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object of concern: God’s “ways.”  Likewise, the experience of correction—proper 
alignment with one’s “vocation and calling”—could serve as an outward “token” of 
therapeutic spiritual work taking place in the heart.  As we shall continue to see, however, 
the soul-body composite was always volatile in its own right.  Competing emphases 
within the palimpsest of classical, patristic, Italian renaissance, and reformed opinions 
concerning the virtues and dangers of passionate agitation found dramatic, often 
uncomfortable, expression in the various discourses of devotional life.  
 Even in Acts and Monuments, which is generally taken to be invested more in 
ideology than in affect, competing taxonomies of passions surface.  Lewis managed to 
extirpate her fear of death in a way that connotes a kind of Christianized stoicism, but her 
story also betrays a significant amount of passionate activity that no stoic position would 
admit.  The caloric economy of the humoral self is invoked to describe both her initial 
attraction to the reformed position and her temptation to abjure it.  She is “inflamed with 
the love of God” to “hate” the mass, for example, and when the Devil tempts her on the 
eve of her death, he does so by “shooting at her that fiery dart” of doubt concerning her 
election.  Finally, as she was chained to the stake, 
she showed such a cheerfulness that it passed man’s reason, 
being so well coloured in her face, and being so patient, 
that the most part of them that had honest hearts did lament, 
and even with tears bewail the tyranny of the papists.8 
 
Even Lewis, in her constancy, undergoes a series of bodily excitements, the most 
commendable of which appears as the blush of “being so well coloured in her face.”  She 
hates, doubts, and outwardly demonstrates such cheer that the hearts and tear ducts of 
others are affected.  Although Lewis “do[es] not greatly pass” the fear of death—“pass,” 
                                                
8 Foxe, pp. 403-404. 
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in this case meaning “to care”—, she is very much astir with feelings that she does pass.  
The same may be said of Milton’s Abdiel.  In fact, God praises Abdiel’s “care,” which is 
steadfastly fixed on the “testimonie of Truth.”  “Well hast thou fought,” God confirms, 
“who single hast maintaind … the Cause / of Truth.”  Abdiel and Lewis both maintain the 
cause as a function of properly managed “care.”  This maintenance is significant in no 
small part because the nature of their care is so volatile.   
 In On Christian Doctrine, Milton defines zeal as “an ardent desire of hallowing 
the name of God, together with an indignation against whatever tends to the violation or 
contempt of religion.”9  It is a sacred emotion that contains other emotions: “desire” and 
“indignation.”  As Milton knew, the Greek root for zeal is zew, meaning to boil or glow.  
The heat accompanying Abdiel’s “flame of zeale severe” is thus etymologically and 
physiologically warranted.  Zew was also the root for envy (“jealousy”), however.  In 
reviewing the nature of zeal, Milton quickly qualifies its virtue with four “opposites” 
which include “lukewarmness,” “imprudent zeal,” “too fiery zeal,” and “hypocritical and 
boastful zeal.”  Thus, as with all emotions, zeal was only as praiseworthy as its object.  
God’s approval is “all” Abdiel’s “care,” whilst “envie against the Son of God” leads 
Satan to “malice,” “disdain,” and the dyscrastic individualism that exiles him from 
heaven.  The term zeal appears 394 times in the 1570 edition of Acts and Monuments, and 
Foxe uses it to describe both heroes and villains.  As I have already noted, Lewis is said 
to be “inflamed with the love of God.”  This inward heat suitably matches “her vocation 
and calling to the knowledge of God’s word” and her “desire towards God to please 
                                                
9 John Milton, On Christian Doctrine, in The Prose Works of John Milton, trans. Charles R. Sumner 
(London: George Bell and Sons, 1877), p. 59.  I am assuming Milton truly wrote this tract, although I 
recognize that its authorship is in debate. 
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him.”10  Thus, Abdiel and Lewis each exemplifies an ideal of internal maintenance 
(properly directed zeal) in perfect contradistinction to Satan, who is effectively the author 
and embodiment of disorder.  Their Passion (suffering) is passionate (aswim in the turbid 
seas of emotion), but the potential for the perversion of these states only establishes their 
purity in these specific instances.  Many serious Christians found such purity difficult to 
achieve.  Faced with temptations—whether on the stage of martyrdom or in some more 
humble daily dealing—they struggled to feel the right thing the right way.  They also 
knew they were sinners and, as such, mired in corruption. 
 
II. Mixed Emotions Concerning Motions: Theology and Philosophy 
 Ambiguity in the basic nomenclature of passion complicates the twenty-first 
century understanding of devotional affect.  From an early modern theological 
standpoint, passion’s most compelling association was with Christ’s Passion (and with 
the experience of imitative sacrifice undergone by his followers).  This noble 
demonstration of inactivity—“Passion” and “patience” both being derived from the Latin 
deponent verb patior—was the story of humankind’s unmerited redemption through a 
crucible of love and suffering.  At a fundamental level, Christian reverence for Passion in 
this sense was also an affirmation of God as the ultimate agent in the universe.  When a 
Christian subject was at his or her best, he or she was in a state of submission: to be 
moved or not, according to God’s pleasure.  Philosophical opinion was traditionally 
suspicious of passivity, however.  More precisely, classical authorities valued balance 
and harmony, and they considered the bodily passions—however essential to human 
                                                
10 Foxe, pp. 403-404. 
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function—fundamentally disordered and disordering.  Plato viewed balance and harmony 
as the product of higher faculties—principally, the reason—dominating lower ones.  
Accordingly, he thought our lives should be a “complete calm, neutral as regards both joy 
and sorrow.”11  Although Aristotle investigated the subject more deeply, he drew 
similarly pejorative conclusions regarding powerful feeling.  Insofar as the sensitive 
appetite involved an excitement of the body, Aristotle viewed it as a passive state 
controlled by external objects rather than our own thoughts.  Subjection of this kind leads 
us towards error in a way that is difficult for us to overcome.12  Thus, Christian 
philosophers such as Augustine, Aquinas, Luther, and Calvin all faced a fundamental 
challenge in synthesizing Christianity’s celebration of passion-qua-suffering with 
traditional ideas regarding the proper management of the human psyche, or soul. 
 Augustine’s anthropology is particularly important to this study because of the 
high regard in which it was held by both Roman Catholic thinkers and Reformers.  In his 
account of mental activity, Augustine unifies passion and volition: “if the will is right, the 
emotions will not only be blameless, but praiseworthy … they are all essentially acts of 
the will.”13  His insistence on the constructive role of love (under which he subordinates 
all other passions) represents a significant shift in emphasis from the moral stance taken 
by his predecessors.  The danger of passion, in Augustine’s view, is qualitative rather 
than quantitative: “in our discipline, the question is not whether the devout soul is angry, 
but why; not whether it is sad, but what causes its sadness; not whether it is afraid, but 
                                                
11 H.M. Gardiner, Ruth Clark Metcalf, and John G. Beebe-Center, Feeling and Emotion: A History of 
Theories (New York, American Book Company, 1937), p. 21. 
12 For an extensive discussion of Aristotle’s views on passion and action, see Susan James, Passion and 
Action: The Emotions in Seventeenth-Century Philosophy. (Oxford, Oxford UP, 1997), pp. 29-46. 
13 Augustine, The City of God, ed. David Knowles (Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1974), 14.6. 
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what is the object of its fear.”14  Early modern reformers were attracted to this emphasis 
and even exploited it in their quarrel with Scholasticism.  In attacking the Scholastic 
separation of passion and volition, for example, Philip Melanchthon put a very 
Augustinian point on things by insisting on an identity between will and heart: “For what 
is will (voluntas) if it is not the fount of the affections?  And why do we not use the word 
‘heart’ instead … For since God judges hearts, the heart must be the highest and most 
powerful part of man.”15  For Augustine, the “agitations of the soul,” “disturbances,” 
“affections or affects,” and suffering “which the Greeks call pathê,” offered the Christian 
a “training in virtue, not an inducement to sin.”16 
  In early modern passion discourse, the adoption of this Augustinian view—
though powerful—was nevertheless partial and idiosyncratic.  Stoicism, for example, 
maintained a powerful influence on Christian thinkers, as well.  The work of Justus 
Lipsius represented the most prominent and thorough attempt to assimilate Stoic 
emphases on fortitude and tranquility into a Christian metaphysics, but Stoic attitudes 
found their way into the work of many early modern commentators.  Likewise, other 
philosophical and medical ideas, including Christian Pyrrhonism and Hippocratic/Galenic 
medical doctrines, exercised significant influence on the way early modern thinkers 
imagined the relationship between body and soul.  Ultimately, these therapies sought to 
establish a state of ataraxia, quietude, and/or balance in the practicing subject: freedom 
from the perturbations of passion.  Medically inclined commentators did recognize a 
                                                
14 Ibid., 9.5. 
15 Philip Melanchthon, Loci communes theologici, in Melanchthon and Bucer, ed. Wilhelm Pauck; trans. 
Lowell J. Satre, The Library of Christian Classics 19 (Philadelphia, 1969), pp. 27-29, cited in Deborah K. 
Shuger, Sacred Rhetoric: The Christian Grand Style in the English Renaissance (Princeton: Princeton UP, 
1988), p. 134.  
16 Augustine, The City of God, 9.4-5. 
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necessity in the passions.  In The Passions of the Minde in generall, for example, Thomas 
Wright concedes that “delight or payne God is imparted vnto vs, that we might thereby be 
stirred vp to attempt those actions which were necessary for vs, or flie those 
inconueniences or harmes which might annoy vs.”17  Likewise, Edward Reynolds stresses 
the “indifferencie” of the passions prior to alteration by proper or improper objects and 
the “Dignitie of Passion … in a Consonacie and Obedience to the Prescription of 
Reason.”18  All things being equal, the passions were participants in the healthful working 
of the body.  Unfortunately, all things were never equal in the bodily economy.  “The 
waves and billowes of apparent reasons,” Wright ultimately warns, “so shake the sandie 
shealfe of weake Will, that they mingle it with them.”  The net effect is a miserable 
unmooring from the stability of reason and virtue: 
Passions make the Soule to swell with pride and pleasure; 
they threaten wounds, death and destruction, by audacious 
boldnesse and ire; they undermined mountaines of Vertue, 
with hope and feare; and in summe, never let the soule be 
in quietnes, but ever, eyther flowing with pleasure, or 
ebbing with paine.19 
 
The general attitude in medical morality favored moderation.  If the overwhelming force 
of the passions could not be eradicated, every attempt should nevertheless be made to 
temper it.  Even temperance was a vexing matter, however.  Thomas Rogers criticized 
both stoic extirpation and peripatetic moderation.  The former, he reported, “wyl not 
permit a man to be moved any whytt, for any thing.”  The latter “thinke it meete that a 
man should be moved, and being passioned, he should keepe himselfe within the bounds 
                                                
17 Thomas Wright, The Passions of the Minde in generall  (Urbana: Univeristy of Illinois Press, 1971), pp. 
12-13. 
18 Edward Reynolds, A Treatise of the Passions and Faculties of the Soule of Man (Gainesville: Scholars’ 
Facsimilies & Reprints, 1971), p. 41, 43. 
19 Wright, The Passions of the Minde, p. 58, 59. 
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of modestie.”  Unfortunately, for Rogers, neither opinion was true: “The Stoikes too 
severe, or better precise, the Peripatetions in this point too prodigall.”20 
 Within the English Evangelical communities, it would be impossible to identify a 
singular or self-consistent attitude towards the passions.  Instead, endorsement or 
rejection of extreme emotion tended to be a subordinate concern to piety.  A primary and 
immutable interest in obedience to God’s will determined how internal upheavals should 
be evaluated.  We have already seen this exemplified positively in Foxe and Milton.  But 
how was God’s will to be evaluated in daily life?  One of the central epistemological 
differences between Reformed and Roman Catholic religions lay in the former’s reliance 
on affect, or “inner persuasions,” in establishing the true meaning of Scripture, and hence 
the true nature of God’s will.  At this very fundamental level, Protestantism revered 
internal motions.  Such motions could be the instruments of God’s Grace.  Ideally, the 
Holy Spirit orchestrated them towards individual revelation.  In a sense, then, the 
counsels of the conscience could be viewed (and were viewed) as “Passionate.”  
Suffering—or surrendering to—the movements of the divine will was a means of 
conforming to Christ.  Such associations hearkened back to an ideal of spiritual, white, 
daily, or bloodless martyrdom articulated by the early Church fathers.21  Augustine, for 
example, had compared the struggles of the inner life to Christ’s sacrifice: 
Let no one say, I cannot be a martyr … The Christian soul 
is tried and, with the help of God, it conquers and wins a 
great victory; this it does enclosed in the body, with no one 
                                                
20 Thomas Rogers, A philosophicall discourse, entitled, The anatomie of the minde (London, 1576), sigs. 
Bi.r.-Bii.v. 
21 For more on the history of spiritual martyrdom, see Alred C. Rush, “Spiritual Martyrdom in St. Gregory 
the Great,” Theological Studies, 23 (1962): pp. 569-589. 
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as its witness.  It fights in its heart, it is crowned in its 
heart, but by Him who sees into the heart.22     
 
In Protestant anthropology, the stress on “great victory” was toned down, but the 
affirmative emphasis of trial within the heart was maintained and even amplified.  
 Calvinism, particularly, embraced the notion of inner struggle as a model for 
maintaining a hygienic soul.  John Calvin himself described the life of God’s elect as “a 
race for repentance”—a process faithful subjects underwent “throughout their lives.”23  
The goal was restoration (spiritual and physical) from the corruptions of original sin, and 
the means was sanctification.  In Calvin’s view, the faithful longed viscerally for 
sanctification, “with sincere affection of heart,” “hunger and thirst,” and “an earnest—
nay, burning—desire to attain it.”24  Calvin also recommended frequent self-scrutiny—or 
“descent into ourselves”—because such delving inevitably lead to “mistrust of our own 
virtue, then anxiety and trepidation of mind.”25  The experience of descent and the 
confluence of desire and worry such descent produced helped one stay in shape for the 
race for repentance that each true Christian was ever running.  In its English incarnations, 
Calvinist practical theology seemed to encourage soteriological doubts even as it insisted 
on the certainty of faith.   
 Conformist and non-conformist Protestants alike viewed introspection as a key 
part of the pious life.  The conformist divine Daniel Featley recommended a study of 
“Autologie” precede all study of theology, opining that “the way to God is by our selves: 
                                                
22 Augustine, Sermo de martyribus, cited in Rush, “Spritiual Martyrdom in St. Gregory the Great,” pp. 575-
576. 
23 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. Ford Lewis Battles, ed. John T. McNeil 
(Philadelpia: Westminster Press, 1960), 3.3.9. 
24 Calvin, Institutes, 3.20.6. 
25 Calvin, Institutes, 2.8.3. 
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It is a blinde and dirty way.”26  Arthur Dent, a non-conformist, suggested that the pangs 
of doubt were a good sign, as they would only be intelligible to a healthy soul:  
he that never doubted, never beleeved … Even as the sound 
body feeleth many grudgings of diseases, which if hee hath 
not health, hee could not feele: so the sound soule feeleth 
some doubtings: which if it were not sound, it could not 
easily feele.27  
 
At the same time, Dent castigated those whose faith he characterized as “mere 
imagination,” based on words rather than “true knowledge, & lively feeling of God” in 
the heart.28  He does not explain how he can discern the difference between those who 
feel a proper mixture of doubt and certainty from those who feel an improper mixture.  
Instead, he leaves it to the reader to deduce that an uncomplicated feeling of spiritual 
security—religious ataraxia—could be as deadly as atheism and complete libidinal 
abandon.  Thus, the “race of repentance” existed in a category somewhere between those 
the ancients either advocated or scorned.  In keeping with ancient tradition, Protestant 
thinkers continued to recognize a relationship between outward and inward decorums.  
Their criteria for maintaining such decorum, however, were heavily dependent on 
convenience.  In times of trial, faith figured as a comfort in a literal affective sense.  As 
Joyce Lewis’s case demonstrates, faith could transform the dangerous motions generated 
by temptation into symptoms of heavenly assurance.  More typically, however, comfort 
itself was an untrustworthy state-of-being.  This kind of insecurity working in tandem 
with the inner persuasions of an enlightened conscience and the yearning for 
sanctification could suspend the faithful subject in an emotional limbo state. 
                                                
26 Daniel Featley, “To the Readers,” The Purple Island or The Isle of Man, by Phineas Fletcher 
(Cambridge, 1633).  
27 Arthur Dent, The plaine mans Path-way to Heaven (London, 1607), p. 242.  
28 Ibid., pp. 253-254. 
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III. Enjoy Your Symptom — The Pressure to Get Comfortable with Discomfort 
 Recently, literary scholars of the early modern period have shown renewed 
interest in the historical phenomenology of the emotions, or “how emotions might have 
been experienced differently by early modern subjects.”29  Michael C. Schoenfeldt’s 
Bodies and Selves in Early Modern England, for example, argues that humoral 
psychology provided the early modern subject a powerful and practical descriptive 
vocabulary for inner activity she could feel but not see.  Drawing on the late work of 
Michel Foucault, Schoenfeldt argues that regulation of such feelings through material 
practices (including diet, phlebotomy, etc.) contributed to a viable fiction of personal 
autonomy.  Building on that work, the essays in Reading the Early Modern Passions, 
provide a provocative array of arguments concerning the various emotional fictions under 
which people of the period operated, wanted to operate, or wanted others to operate.  An 
equally important contribution to this conversation has come in Humoring the Body, by 
Gail Kern Paster, one of the editors of Reading the Early Modern Passions.  Contra 
Schoenfeldt, Paster’s study focuses on passion’s power to threaten fictions of personal 
autonomy.  She celebrates the disruption of “identity” involved in what she calls “the un-
self-sameness that is so striking a feature of humoral being-in-the-body.”30  All of this 
work has been exciting in its deep interrogation of the relationship between 
                                                
29 Gail Paster, Katherine Rowe, and Mary Floyd-Wilson, “Introduction: Reading the Early Modern 
Passions,” in Reading the Early Modern Passions: Essays in the Cultural History of Emotion, eds. Gail 
Paster, Katherine Rowe, and Mary Floyd-Wilson (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004), 
pp. 2-3. 
30 Gail Kern Paster, Humoring the Body: Emotion and the Shakespearean Stage (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2004), p. 22. 
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psychological, physiological, and cultural events and in the expansion of our 
understanding of psychological materialism in the early modern period. 
 My work operates under the assumption—shared by the authors mentioned 
above—that the unpredictability and often ferocious nature of the soul-body composite 
served as a major focus of concern throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  I 
depart from these other scholars, however, in my assessment of the emphasis and 
practical ramifications of this concern.  While Schoenfeldt and Paster, for example, have 
each made convincing cases for freedoms—we might even say pleasures—available 
through the early modern subject’s relationship to her own bodily economy, I am 
interested in the perplexing pressures many felt to get comfortable amid a discourse that 
makes comfort itself extremely problematic.  It is my sense that insufficient attention has 
been paid to the complications Protestant interest in religious emotion introduces to an 
already vexing passions discourse.  By retaining a quasi-Classical hygienic model for 
monitoring and influencing the events of the soul-body composite, Protestantism all but 
guaranteed substantial confusion over proper and improper emotional states.  In this 
context, the psycho-pathological experience of ensoulment (empsychos) was inevitably 
dyscrastic.  In other words, the contradictions between different moral taxonomies 
regarding the passions were not merely dreamt of in philosophy and theology.  They were 
deeply felt.  One of the central purposes of this dissertation is to emphasize the world-
making force of such discursive tensions.  In Tudor and Stuart England, humoral and 
spiritual being-in-the-body was being-in-between—not just between shifting confessions 
but between comfort and chaos. 
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 The ambiguous but recurring pressure to balance competing and contradictory 
emotional imperatives runs across generic and historical metamorphoses in the late-
sixteenth and early-seventeenth centuries.  Its consequences erupt in hagiographic 
polemic as well as dramatic and lyric poetry.  My approach has been to scrutinize the 
way each of these texts wrestles with emotional volatility, especially volatility that seems 
to stray beyond the threshold of propriety (as defined by the syncretic conventions 
detailed above).  My conclusion is that a blurring of the division between “good” and 
“bad” passions haunts the literature, not to mention the practice of daily life.  
Furthermore, these uncertainties help to re-invigorate a cycle of scandal native to the 
earliest manifestations of Christian affective piety. 
 Insofar as religious passion has been a subject of interest in prior studies of the 
texts I examine here, it has typically been taken to coordinate neatly with the texts’ 
theological intentions.  It is not a stretch to assume, for example, that Joyce Lewis and 
her ilk in Foxe’s Acts and Monuments have managed to distinguish proper from improper 
passions.  They only allow themselves to feel the better sort and thereby offer a noble 
model for rigorous readers to follow.  More patently literary texts, such as Christopher 
Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus and George Herbert’s The Temple, which I take up in the 
second half of my study, present greater challenges to this model mainly because they 
supply far more affective data to be analyzed.  The theological subtleties of “literary” 
texts are far more disputable, as well.  That being said, my analysis of polemical writing 
in the first and second chapters focuses on two historical figures who infamously 
wrestled with the problems of religious despair and apostasy under religio-political 
persecution.  In the first, I explore Thomas Cranmer’s recantation, apparent reconciliation 
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to Roman Catholic sacramental piety, and final return to the fold in terms of the salutary 
power of frailty.  I argue that Foxe turns Cranmer’s temporary inconstancy—especially 
its corporeally and psychologically volatile dimensions—into a form of “special 
constancy”: it is a constancy that assimilates heroic virtue and heroic humiliation, a 
constancy wherein standing stock still and wavering are not mutually exclusive but 
mutually constitutive.  In the second chapter, I examine the story of Francisco Spiera (aka 
Francis Spira), an Italian lawyer whose apostasy received several treatments in English 
from the time shortly after his death until the end of the seventeenth century.  Here, I 
examine the shift in soteriological emphasis that takes place between the first English 
edition of the story in 1550 and two later retellings (including Nathaniel Woodes’s 1580 
morality play, The Conflict of Conscience and Nathaniel Bacon’s 1640 tract, A Relation 
of the Fearfull Estate of Francis Spira).  Although Spira is anathematized by Foxe, 
Calvin, and Matthew Gribaldi (the source of the initial English account), the 
physiological frailties that make him a terrifying spectacle of reprobation and a 
pathogenic threat to the Corpus Mysticum are ultimately the same qualities that make his 
story a persuasive conversion tool.  Ultimately, I argue, Spira’s recantation and despair 
signal a continuity with Foxe’s uneasy depiction of Cranmer’s affective turbulence and 
later sixteenth- and seventeenth-century approaches to the salutary agency of the afflicted 
conscience.  
 In the third chapter, I focus my reading on the ill-coordinated parts of Doctor 
Faustus’s soul-body composite.  Damnation and salvation are difficult to establish with 
certainty in the play—far more difficult, that is to say, than most critics have tended to 
assume.  I argue that the ambiguous theology of Marlowe’s play is rendered most 
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powerfully, however, in physiological terms.  Insofar as Faustus’s dramatic problem 
resembles a “crisis of conscience” or a set of casuistic quandaries, soteriological 
ambiguity presents most clearly in his inability to marshall control over his own bodily 
fluids and ventilations.  Where other writers (including Edmund Spenser, John Donne, 
and George Herbert) manage to reconcile similar inward and outward incongruities with 
stabilizing visions of intervention by Grace, Marlowe deliberately leaves Faustus 
“unresolved.”  Doctor Faustus himself is an apotheosis of the incongruous moral 
pressures I have outlined above.  Insofar as he confuses the proper place of passion and 
dispassion, Faustus is effectively the negative image of a martyr like Joyce Lewis and a 
tragically cathartic variation on Cranmer’s special constancy. 
 The fourth, and final, chapter examines the portrayal of devotional subjectivity in 
George Herbert’s The Temple.  I read the modulation between praise, pride, anguish, and 
humiliation in Herbert’s priestly-poetic speaker as an expression of a godly, inward 
ordeal.  In a sense, Herbert’s example brings this study back to its beginning.  Thanks in 
no small part to Izaak Walton’s quasi-hagiographic biography, Herbert is often regarded 
as something of an Anglican saint.  Here, however, I stress the darkest parts of Herbert’s 
poetics.  I do so not to suggest that distress predominates his speaker’s experience of 
piety, but instead to emphasize the degree to which joy and suffering (singing and 
sighing) are bound together there.   An explicit argument in this chapter—and an implicit 
argument of this dissertation as a whole—is that a correspondence exists between what 
Herbert would call the fiery trials of the martyrs, the burning besides their other flames, 
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and the more typical experience of the passions of the soul.31  For those early modern 
English Protestants seriously concerned about moral physiology (and this was no small 
number), the passions of the soul could also be the Passion of witness to Christ’s loving 
sacrifice for humanity.  Somewhat unfortunately, this openness to religious “feeling” also 
brought with it the temptation to submit to the improper passions.  The Christian call, in 
Herbert’s depiction, brings extreme, often damaging, perturbations with it.  Insofar as 
living sacrifice in The Temple is shown to be acceptable to God it must come dangerously 
close to—and perhaps even go through—an experience of abjuration.  
 
 
                                                
31 For the letters in which he makes these references, see George Herbert, The Works of George Herbert, 
ed. F.E. Hutchinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1941), pp. 206, 373-374. 
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Chapter 1 
Cranmer’s Hand and Heart: Passion, Action, and Meaningful Disruption in John 
Foxe’s Acts and Monuments. 
 
 On March 21, 1556, after stunning his audience at the University Church of St. 
Mary the Virgin with an impromptu re-affirmation of his Protestant convictions, Thomas 
Cranmer was pulled from the pulpit and rushed through the streets of Oxford to the spot 
just north of the city walls where he would be burned to death.  As the wood around him 
began to blaze, Cranmer extended his right hand into flames.  This gesture was famously 
reproduced in an engraving for John Day’s 1563 edition of John Foxe’s Acts and 
Monuments.  In his final speech, delivered at the University Church, Cranmer had 
promised to burn his hand first, claiming, “forasmuch as my hand offended, writing 
contrary to my heart, my hand shall first be punished there-for; for, may I come to the 
fire, it shall be first burned.”1  Cranmer’s heart itself, against which his hand had 
committed its treason, was said to have been found intact amid the ashes of his body.2  
These two details together present an interesting point of entry for thinking about 
Cranmer’s apostasy and re-conversion in terms of sixteenth- and seventeenth-
                                                
1 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments,  ed. Stephen Cattley. (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 8.1.87.  
2 Foxe does not mention Cranmer’s heart in his treatment of Cranmer’s trial and execution.  Instead, he 
refers to it in relating the similar incombustibility of reformer Ulrich Zwingli’s heart: “they found his heart 
in the ashes, whole and unburned: in much like manner as was also the heart of Cranmer Archbishop of 
Canterbury, which in the ashes also was found and taken up unconsumed, as by credible information is 
testified,” John Foxe, Acts and Monuments (London, 1583), vol. 2, p. 873. 
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century phenomenologies of emotion.  The initial incongruity between the inward 
motions of Cranmer’s heart (which allegedly remained faithful to Evangelical principles) 
and outward motions of his hand (which betrayed the Evangelical cause by authoring a 
recantation) represent the Archbishop’s devotional identity as divided in literal, organic 
terms between different parts of his body.  This chapter considers how—in 
contemporaneous philosophical, medical, and theological terms—this could be so.  
Furthermore, it seeks to explain what such division might be taken to mean in the context 
of Protestant martyrology. 
 John Foxe’s Acts and Monuments is a masterwork of ecclesiological polemic.  As 
such, it is generally thought to be less interested in human psychology than in religio-
political mythmaking.  Although this assumption is largely correct, I believe a general 
tendency to overlook the role of emotion in Foxe (particularly the role of painfully 
inconstant emotion) has forced us to miss important dimensions of his text.  This chapter 
focuses particular attention on an aberration in Foxe’s book but on a prominent one.  
Cranmer’s case is most intriguing because the nature of his ordeal goes beyond the 
indifference to physical pain so frequently studied by literary historians of the body.  
Cranmer’s case clearly involves suffering that is physical and also emotional.  
Scrutinizing the emotional dimension of this story opens some space for contemplating 
the productive potential of apostasy within the Protestant tradition.  Where criticism has 
typically focused on the constitution of Protestant matyrological subjectivity as a process 
of protestant/catholic alterity (i.e., on Protestantism as defined against a Catholic other), 
I’m interested in the creative function of persecutory violence the apostate levels against 
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himself or herself.  In particular, I argue that the “disorder” of an apostate like Cranmer 
deeply complicates—but also invigorates—the Protestant vision of sainthood.  
 If death was a consequence of God’s hatred for sin and the resulting life was a 
“state of servitude” and “constant anxiety,” as John Calvin claimed, then fear could never 
be thoroughly extinguished.3  In Reformed dogma, renewed emphasis on the certainties 
of scripture and justification by faith were opposed to the mysteries of priestly ceremony 
and supererogation as means to comfort believers concerned about sin, death, and 
reconciliation, but the reformulation of Christian belief presented as many emotional 
challenges for some people as it solved.  We can say with confidence that anxiety was 
common to the early modern subject regardless of social position or religious orientation, 
but it is important to examine the conditions that made specific worries a real problem 
rather than a simple nuisance.   Doubt—however common it may have been—
represented a “peculiar” feeling in at least two senses.  Insofar as Protestant theology 
tended to emphasize the division in the majority between election and reprobation with 
little room for nuance, feelings of doubt could be excruciating.  Doubt was a peculiar, or 
strange, thing to feel, in this sense.  Nevertheless, uncertainty played an important role in 
the pious life, as well.  It was thus a peculiar, meaning special, affective experience 
insofar as it gave some tangibility to the otherwise mysterious workings of Grace.  By 
feeling fear, doubt, and guilt, the Protestant subject could substantiate the abstractions of 
theology in terms of an emotional drama.  In overcoming these feelings, the subject might 
temper more general types of anxiety for himself or herself, as well as for the community.    
 Execution at the stake focused general anxiety—especially the perennial problem 
                                                
3 John Calvin, “Commentary on Hebrews 2:15,” New Testament Commentaries, trans. W. B. Johnston, 12 
vols. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), vol. 12, p. 31. 
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of future uncertainties—and turned it into a concrete fear.  This chapter seeks to 
demonstrate that Cranmer’s response to such concrete fear (first abjuration and then 
execution) was related to more abstract anxieties he and his co-religionists were surely 
struggling with already.  These anxieties included (among other things) uneasiness over 
the ethics of passion itself.  By resolving these anxieties through action (albeit 
humiliating and self-sacrificial action), Cranmer’s story of ambivalence could be 
transformed into a model for settling anxieties among Foxe’s readership.  Even more 
radically, however, by exonerating Cranmer’s temporary apostasy, Foxe expands the 
range of passionate activity that may be positively identified with witness (martus) to 
Protestant Christian truth. 
 
I.  Reforming the Saint: Remarkable Patience over Miraculous Suffering  
 In his “Admonition to the Reader,” near the end of Acts and Monuments, Foxe 
asserts that “the examples of such as revolted from the gospel to papistry be not many.”4  
Historically speaking, the claim is dubious, but it accurately represents the contents of 
Foxe’s book.  Thus, I will begin with a brief précis of features typical to accounts of 
those who do not revolt before I examine in more detail Cranmer’s memorable deviation.  
In the disputations and inquisitions that Foxe reports, Protestant martyrs are generally 
called upon to defend themselves against suspicion of nonconformity regarding 
controversial doctrinal issues (including transubstantiation, the status of purgatory, the 
efficacy of prayer to the saints, etc.).  In turn, they are pressured to affirm the official 
Roman Catholic doctrinal positions on the same matters.  Foxe’s martyrs generally 
                                                
4 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments,  ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 8.2.666. 
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defend themselves in inquisition by reasserting the validity of their nonconformist views, 
thereby winning Foxe’s admiration even as they deliver themselves to terrible death.  
They persevere in their nonconformity, and their stories generate no ambiguities 
regarding their emotional integrity.   At the stake, Foxe’s martyrs occasionally 
experience pain, but more often they demonstrate remarkable calm and even jubilation.  
In this capacity, Foxe’s portrayal of Protestant martyrs closely mirrors the older tradition 
of passio (or, the stories of the suffering of the saints).  The oft-discussed interrogation of 
Anne Askew is a case in point.  Before being burned to death in 1546, Askew also 
suffered torture on the rack.  Throughout her disputations and trials, she not only 
remained steadfast in her nonconformist profession but also managed to challenge her 
tormentors (including Foxe’s arch-villain Bishop Edmund Bonner) in a manner recalling 
the boldness of the martyrs of the early church.  Askew cleverly evaded her interrogators’ 
rhetorical traps and impugned the grounds of their authority.  As a consequence of her 
torture, Askew had to be “tied by the middle with a chain, that held up her body.”5  In this 
suspended position—reminiscent in its own right of her stretching on the rack—Askew 
refused the last of numerous offers to recant, declaring, as Foxe puts it, “that she came 
not thither to deny her Lord and Master.”6  The same could be said of almost all of Foxe’s 
martyrs.  What made them exemplary was the single-mindedness that allowed them to go 
to their deaths without hesitation and to endure it with “inward joy and peace of 
conscience.”7 
                                                
5 Ibid., 5.2.550. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid., 8.2.668. 
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 As many scholars have noted, Foxe was concerned in Acts and Monuments to 
make a case against Roman Catholic polemical accusations of Protestantism’s novelty.  
In this view, his attraction to martyrdom lay in its relationship to the persecutory history 
beginning with Christ’s passion, echoed by the struggles of the early Christian church in 
the Book of Acts, and activated again in recent struggles.  As conservative as this aspect 
of his project was, Foxe was also keen to establish the English Church as a new 
foundation.  Although it was crucial to ground the Church in scriptural tradition, it was 
equally necessary to make a palpable break from the excrescence of the recent 
ecclesiastical past.  Certainly, Foxe wished to portray an unbroken line of martyrs as 
compelling evidence of Protestantism’s authentic genealogy in the primitive, spiritual 
church.  He militated against Catholic skepticism by stitching together the “true descent 
of the Church,” claiming that, for the better part of Christian history, “the true Church of 
Christ was not greatly in sight of the world, but rather was abhorred every where, and yet 
notwithstanding the same small silly flocke so despised in the world, the Lord highly 
regarded and mightilie preserued.”8  By the latter half of the sixteenth century the 
meaning of the term “silly” had shifted from its original primary associations with 
happiness and blessedness (c. 1200-1300) to something closer to its modern meanings, 
feeble mindedness and triviality.  Most likely, Foxe meant the term to feel archaic.  
Surely, he did not mean to insult the pious.  Protestantism (and the English Church in 
particular), after all, represented the righteous remnant which had endured the excesses of 
Roman Catholic babylon.  Nevertheless, the term “silly” tacitly acknowledges the 
                                                
8 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments.  (London, 1610), p. 3. 
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complexity of human saintliness within Protestant anthropology by hinting at the 
fallibility even of God’s chosen. 
 Memorial eucharists and readings of the passio influenced Foxe and supplied him 
with material, but these traditions were typically linked to what he would have viewed as 
superstitious nonsense.  In his comments in “The Utility of this Story,” Foxe found it 
necessary to insist that “we repute not their ashes, chains, and swerds, in the stead of 
relics.”9  As Peter Brown has shown, a strong connection existed in the early Christian 
mind between the grisly dismemberment of the martyr and the healing powers of his or 
her shrine.  The passio—the ritually repeated story of the saint’s suffering itself—was 
closely affiliated in Latin Christianity with a given saint’s capacity for healing 
intercession on the part of ailing devotees.10  Foxe tended to retain the graphic violence 
found in the passio, but he excised the sanctity in preference for a more humble view of 
martyrs themselves.  As John Knott describes the distinction: 
For the early Christians, martyrdom was an austere and 
purifying calling, distinguishing them dramatically from 
more ordinary and fallible human beings … Foxe’s 
Reformation martyrs demonstrate the purity of their faith 
and reject the appeals of the world … Yet these martyrs are 
shown to be more closely connected to a sustaining human 
community, and more fully human themselves.11 
 
The pressure Foxe felt to temper the passio genre may help explain Foxe’s tolerance for 
psycho-somatic ambiguity in a figure like Cranmer.  As I have already indicated in the 
introduction, “passion” was a nebula of affirmative and pejorative connotations.  To be 
                                                
9 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments,  ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 1.1.xxvii. 
10 Peter Brown, The Cult of the Saints: Its Rise and Function in Latin Christianity  (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1981), pp. 79-83.  
11 John Knott, Discourses of Martyrdom in English Literature, 1563-1694 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 
1993), p. 45. 
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sure, the ordeals Foxe’s martyrs faced should be construed as “Passion” in the sense most 
typically associated with Christ’s final suffering.  As we shall see, however, Foxe took a 
complicated view of impassivity and painful endurance.  Foxe repeated the stories of the 
martyr’s deaths not—as in the Catholic passio—to linger on the intercessory “potentia” 
of the stories’ protagonists but rather to endorse the example of their single-minded 
devotion.12  Once the improper admiration was dispelled, what remained had utility: “let 
us yield thus much unto their commemoration, to glorify the Lord in his saints, and 
imitate their death.”13 
 Foxe denied the healing power of shrines and efficacy of prayers to saints, but his 
treatment of “Passion” nevertheless had a therapeutic dimension to it.  In the introductory 
apparatus of Acts and Monuments, a section headed “Four Considerations” helps frame 
Foxe’s hagiography in terms of a healthy coordination of bodily and spiritual 
dispositions.  Foxe laments the “deformities” of his own moment, which he attributes to 
the “security” and “prosperity” of the Elizabethan religious compromise.  Recollection of 
the adversities faced by the martyrs is meant to agitate better impulses in the reader.  
Foxe even alludes to the classical medical tradition in this vein: 
Of immoderate liberty and too much security, followeth 
most commonly extreme servitude.  And as Hippocrates 
saith, ‘disposition of bodies, when they are come to the 
highest perfection of health, then are they most subject to 
danger of sickness,’ &c.  Let us therefore, having light 
given us, walk like the children of light.14 
 
                                                
12 For more detailed discussion of “potentia” in the primitive Church, see Brown, The Cult of the Saints, 
chapters 5 and 6. 
13 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 1.1.xxvii. 
14 Ibid., 1.1.xxxv-xxxvi. 
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The wrong kind of confidence (“immoderate liberty and too much security”) led to an 
unhygienic state in the soul-body composite.  The martyr’s Passion, guided as it was by 
the proper object of God’s truth, provided a model for health, including a way to “walk 
like the children of light.” 
 Cranmer’s story, of course, did not fit perfectly into this picture.  He was a 
churchman and politician, after all, during a period of unprecedented religio-political 
upheaval in England.  He had rhetorical training and acumen that most of Foxe’s subjects 
lacked.  These qualities—gifts under other circumstances—seem to have exacerbated his 
final religio-political ordeal.  When he recanted his Protestant convictions in late 
February of 1556, there are strong indications he was facing a severe collapse in 
theological certainty.  In a dream he had two nights before his execution, Cranmer found 
himself in the presence of the two lords between whom he had tried to balance his 
service: Henry VIII and Christ.  Both rejected him.  The dream is reported only by a 
Catholic source, but, as Diarmaid MacCulloch says, it has “considerable psychological 
plausibility.”15  Cranmer truly was caught in a personal limbo.  Alone, in the clutches of a 
relentless enemy, he had striven to save his own life without surrendering his principles, 
but his resolve was failing.  “There was a good reason for a simple collapse in his 
morale,” MacCulloch opines, “after it had rallied in such an equivocal way, fatally 
compromised by his yearning to conciliate while retaining his integrity.”16  Ultimately, 
Cranmer could not reconcile himself to the reigning scion of the Tudor dynasty.  Mary 
was determined to have him killed, and so Cranmer’s dream reflected an inflexible 
political reality: there was no room for him in England.  The theological reality remained 
                                                
15 Diarmaid MacCulloch, Thomas Cranmer: A Life (New Haven, Yale UP, 1996), p. 604. 
16 Ibid., p. 594. 
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uncertain, however, until the very end.  Even after all hope of reprieve was lost, Cranmer 
seems to have seriously held on to the possibility that Roman Catholic reconciliation was 
necessary for the salvation of his soul and a return to the favor Christ had denied him in 
his dream.  Thus wavered the Archbishop who had effectively brought Protestantism to 
England through the annulment of King Henry’s marriage to Catherine of Aragon, who 
had overseen the deepening of Protestant fervor during Edward’s rule, and who had 
compiled the first two Books of Common Prayer for the new English church.  He was—
or, at least, he appeared to be—inconstant in his moment of greatest trial.  If Acts and 
Monuments was a compendium of exemplary Passions and passions, the story of 
Cranmer’s experience would require some delicacy in the telling. 
 
II. Be Sad and Care-ridden: Constancy’s passions  
 According to the conventional view, martyrdom reinforced Protestants’ 
understanding of their dissenting (and therefore redeemed) role in the continually 
unfolding drama of Christian history.  Janel Mueller’s assessment of hagiographic 
semiotics strikes me as accurate as far as it goes: 
Catholic enactment of authority serves protestant truth—to 
the extent that the condemned maintain, during their 
torture, the integrity of self-possession that signifies the 
truth of their being.17 
 
As illuminating as this analysis is, it stresses Roman Catholic methods, motives, and 
failures to the degree that important questions are overlooked concerning just what the 
                                                
17 Janel Mueller, “Pain, persecution, and the construction of selfhood in Foxe’s Acts and Monuments,” 
Religion and Culture in Renaissance England, eds. Claire McEachern and Deborah Shuger (Cambridge: 
Cambridge UP, 1997), p. 165. 
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Protestant experience of “embodied subjectivity” and “self-possession” was like.  
However, by celebrating those he saw playing a heroic role in the cosmic drama 
underwriting the Protestant church (“play[ing] the man” as Nicholas Ridley was 
famously urged to do by Hugh Latimer), Foxe was also demonstrating an aggressive 
preference for certain attitudes towards emotion and against others operative within 
contemporary Protestant anthropology.  For Mueller—and this reading is in keeping with 
Foxe’s polemical position—the interrogations in Acts and Monuments seem to backfire 
when they venture from corporeal tyranny to psychological tyranny; this backfire 
amounts to the production of or confirmation (at least for other Protestants) of the very 
Protestant subjectivity the inquisitors are trying to squelch.  What this kind of reading 
lacks is attention to those for whom martyrdom did not present itself as a clear calling.  
How should we understand “protestant truth” as demonstrated by a figure like Cramner 
who fails (albeit temporarily) to maintain the integrity of self-possession experienced by 
the typical martyr?  Answering this question requires closer attention to the contemporary 
intellectual debates surrounding inward and outward piety, particularly piety’s 
relationship to religious passion and religious behavior. 
 In the natural and ethical philosophies of antiquity, strong correspondence was 
drawn between health and reason.  The language of therapy was employed by 
commentators in the Hippocratic/Galenic medical tradition as well as by those within 
Stoic and Peripatetic moral discourses, and the overlap was not merely the stuff of 
analogy.  The organic aspects of the soul—its material entwinement with the organs, 
fluids, and tissues of the body—forced those interested in the soul’s “higher” faculties to 
reckon with the “lower” ones to which they were wed.  Christian thinkers’ relationship to 
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the ancients was complicated, of course, by a difference in attitudes towards final causes.  
Nonetheless, sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Christians revered the authority of 
classical learning and had little reason to question its conclusions regarding the basic 
phenomenology of ensoulment (empsychos).  The powers of the soul were fundamental 
to the animation of the body, including acquisition of sense data, evaluation of that data, 
and issuing of commands in response (chiefly, aversion or attraction to external objects).  
Proper evaluation was the special province of Understanding (or reason).  In 
circumstances of perfect health, the various knowing, desiring, and moving powers of the 
soul “follow or fly … approach or … recoyle, or … do any other motion which it 
requireth.”18  Accidental conditions such as bad education, custom, organs being 
unsound, and bad inclination of the will overthrew the reason, allowing body and soul to 
be “transported by ... furious motions.”19  Whether such motions were traced to unsound 
organs or bad inclinations, physic was called for.   
 Reformed theologians tended to view the body with distrust, but they nevertheless 
held that devotion was a spiritual and a physical affair.  The work of Grace involved the 
entire person, including the humoral traffic between heart, liver, spleen, gallbladder, and 
brain, as well as the constitution and transmission of animal spirits (pneuma) between the 
inward economy and the outward extremities.  Due in large part to the influence of 
Augustine, Protestants found spiritual value in emotional upheaval.  Although Luther 
opposed the passions as a motivation to faith, Calvin championed them.  He viewed 
anxiety and humiliation before the perfection of God’s law to be a legitimate prompt to 
                                                
18 F. N. Coeffeteau, A Table of Humane Passions.  With Their Causes and Effects,  trans. Edw. Grimeston 
(London, 1621), sig. A19v. 
19 Ibid., sig. A19r. 
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repentance and conformity to Christ’s sacrifice.  In the Institutes, Calvin positioned 
himself against the classical distrust of passion: 
to beare the crosse patiently, is not to be altogether 
astonished, and without feeling of sorrow: as the Stoickes 
in old time did foolishly describe a valiant harted man … 
while they coveted to have too exact and precise a patience, 
they have taken away all the use of patience out of mans 
life.20    
 
“To beare the crosse patiently” was to bear it passionately, to let the cross act on you.  To 
Calvin’s thinking, sorrow and patience had valid roles to play in the persuasive softening 
of the calloused human heart by the Holy Spirit; this was “all the use” of having feelings 
and enduring them.  Accessory to this view, Calvin and like-minded Reformers took a 
generous attitude toward expressions of the affections, especially “care.”  Against what 
he described as “iron-hearted philosophy,” he approvingly acknowledged the impulse “to 
groan and weep but also to be sad and care-ridden.”21  When it came to devotional 
passion, moderation was not healthy or rational, it was “too exact and precise.”   
 “Moderation may become a fault,” warned Owen Felltham.  “To be but warme, 
when God commands us to be Hot, is sinfull.”22  Such advice contradicted the typical 
medical attitudes of the period.  Spiritual physic not only permitted excessive heat, 
however, it demanded it.  Even noxious passions were granted a contingent virtue insofar 
as they presented an enemy to overcome.  In A Philosophicall Discourse, Thomas Rogers 
claimed, “except there bee passions and perturbations in man, ther is not place for vertue.  
                                                
20 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. Ford Lewis Battles, ed. John T. McNeil 
(Philadelpia: Westminster Press, 1960), 3.8.11. 
21 Ibid., 3.8.9. 
22 Owen Felltham, Resolves Divine, Morall, and Politicall (London, 1623), 1.45.142. 
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Even as there is no victorie, where as there is no adversary.”23  In A Sermon of Christ’s 
Crucifixion, Foxe fretted over the “greater sort,” those “senselesse Soules” who were “not 
touched with any sorrow, … not examining their consciences, nor feeling their wound, … 
not tasting hel” and therefore “not caring for God.”24  In sharp contrast to the 
“senselessness” of more moderate affections, the suffering of the good Protestant is 
styled as a form of sanctified excess.   If “tasting hel” is a necessary part of “caring for 
God,” then some very dark (not to mention hot!) inward alterations are part of the 
Protestant prescription.      
 The seventeenth-century devotional lyric provides conspicuous literary treatment 
of organic and spiritual inwardness as felt by the devotional subject.  The most 
memorable touchstone for this would have to be Donne’s Divine Poem XIV (“Batter my 
heart, three person’d God”), in which the speaker begs God to penetrate him.  In 
particular, the speaker urges God to stimulate (in quite physical terms) the cardiac 
command center of his body and force the caloric upsurge associated with that organ’s 
expansion: “bend / Your force, to … burn and make me new.”25  George Herbert treated 
the heart’s fluctuations as a synecdoche for the salutary upheavals of the devotional self 
across the lyrics of The Temple.  “A heart alone,” suggests the speaker of “The Altar,” “is 
such as stone / as nothing but / Thy pow’r doth cut.”26  Much of the power of this line 
comes from its contradictoriness vis-à-vis the commonplaces of passions discourse.  As 
various treatises attest, the heart could be cut by any number of powers, generally to its 
                                                
23 Thomas Rogers, A philosophicall discourse, entitled, The anatomie of the minde. (London, 1576), sig. 
Bii.r 
24 John Foxe, A Sermon of Christ Crucified (London, 1609), sig. Bvii.r.   
25 John Donne, “Divine Poem XIV,” The Poems of John Donne, ed. Herbert J. C. Grierson (London: 
Oxford UP, 1912), l. 4. 
26 George Herbert, The Works of George Herbert, ed. F.E. Hutchinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1941), ll. 
5-8.  Hereafter, citations to Herbert’s poetry appear in the text. 
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detriment.  Herbert suggests, though, that the passions of the devotional heart are subject 
to God’s control.  The batterings and burnings it undergoes are not only sanctioned by 
God, they are God’s handiwork (even if it sometimes feels otherwise).   
 In one of the two sonnets sent by Herbert to his mother Magdalen at New Year’s 
1610, the precocious young poet asks “My God, where is that ancient heat towards thee, 
wherewith whole showls of martyrs once did burn, / Besides their other flames” (3).  This 
piece of juvenilia, critiquing poetry dressed in “Venus Livery,” provides an early glimpse 
of the sacral courtly idiom Herbert would develop so thoroughly in his mature poetry.  
Even as the sonnet disparages carnal love poetry, its reference here to “other flames” 
indicates a shared caloric economy in sacred and organic passion.  As I have already 
begun to suggest, the nature and location of these “other flames” would have significant 
importance for the way Herbert imagined devotional subjectivity.  In “Love Unknown,” 
the speaker’s heart is thrown “into the scalding pan” (35).  In “Affliction (III),” the grief 
assailing the speaker’s heart manifests itself as a sigh, which he associates with God’s 
animating breath as well as the unhealthy fumes produced by humoral over-heating: “if 
some yeares with it escape, / The sigh then onely is / A gale to bring me sooner to my 
blisse” (10-12).  Here, the speaker welcomes his troubles as tokens of God’s preference 
(“thou knowst my tallies,”) but inner turmoil often—as in “Affliction (IV)”—leaves the 
speaker in a state of uncertainty bordering on chaos: 
My thoughts are all a case of knives, 
 Wounding my heart 
 With scatter’d smart. 
… 
 Nothing their furie can controll, 
 While they do wound and pink my soul. (7-12)  
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At this point it is worth recalling Foxe’s allusion to Hippocrates in “Four Consideration”: 
“bodies, when they are come to the highest perfection of health, then are they most 
subject to danger of sickness.”  In the piety of The Temple, fury in thought, heart, and 
soul accompanies the drawn out struggle of sanctification and restoration.  Furthermore, 
even here, it is agonizing in more than one way.  The speaker not only suffers grief itself, 
but he also suffers over its soteriological prognosis.  If it signifies “the highest perfection 
of health,” it might just as likely intimate the “danger of sickness.”  
 The passions of the soul in Herbert certainly indicate an intense spiritual 
constancy.  Nevertheless, this intensity blurs at times into excess.  The speaker’s 
afflictions, primarily affective ones (although we know that Herbert, like Calvin, suffered 
from debilitating physical pain much of his life), are sometimes too much.  He becomes 
distracted by thoughts and feelings of indignation and abandonment.  In “Deniall,” the 
impression of God’s absence produces internal anarchy: “then was my heart broken … / 
My breast was full of fears / And disorder” (3-5).  The speaker’s thoughts “flie asunder” 
(7), and he cries out, “Come, come, my God, O come” (14).  Thus aligned with the Christ 
who felt himself forsaken on the cross, passions of Herbert’s speaker bring him near 
despair as he chastises God: “O that thou shouldst give dust a tongue / To crie to thee, / 
And then not heare it crying!” (16-18).  This kind of “disorder,” of course, had 
precedence in the psalms.  Additionally, the fact that Christ had expressed what appeared 
to be a lack of faith, encouraged Reformers to be capacious in their attitude towards the 
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fear and sorrow of being forsaken.  “If all fear is branded as unbelief,” Calvin crowed, 
“how shall we account for the dread with which we read, He was heavily stricken?”27 
 In hagiography, however, Christ’s dread typically goes unstressed, to say the 
least.  Despite distaste for what he saw as the superstitious and miraculous trappings of 
the Catholic passio tradition, Foxe maintained an attachment to the idea of heroic 
endurance as the hallmark of martyrological witness.  He revered an image of the human 
subject categorically focused on experiencing and responding to the love of God that is 
linked to something terrifyingly awesome.  Rudolph Otto calls this pleasurable but also 
frightening identification of the personal self with a transcendent reality mysterium 
tremendum.28  Foxe associated it with a range of enabling consolations, including the 
confidence to speak boldly to persecutors as well as a seemingly supernatural calm and/or 
jubilation in the face of torment and execution.  Despite his aforementioned tendency to 
humanize his saints, Foxe nevertheless found something necessary in their ability to 
maintain imperturbability, or what Thomas Heffernan calls the martyrs’ “analgesic state,” 
under duress.29  Patrick Collinson has associated this style of heroism with classical 
apatheia (or impassivity).  More specifically, Collinson argues that Protestant biography 
(including Acts and Monuments) owed a significant debt to the classical encomium 
tradition of Plutarch.  Despite the intense aspects of martyrdom, “these confessors had 
many opportunities to pursue the golden mean.  According to the Foxeian narratives they 
were men and women of dispassionate moderation, temperate in speech, given to no 
                                                
27 Calvin, Institutes, 3.8.9. 
28 Rudolph Otto, The Idea of Holy. (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1958), pp. 12-24. 
29 Thomas J. Heffernan, Sacred Biography: Saints and Their Biographers in the Middle Ages (New York: 
Oxford UP, 1988), pp. 196-197. 
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extremes of behaviour, even in their utter extremity.”30   In “The Importance of Dying 
Earnestly,” Thomas S. Freeman, has claimed, furthermore, that “both the martyrs 
themselves and those who witnessed their sufferings believed that there was an absolute 
correlation between the constancy of the martyrs and the veracity of their religious 
convictions.”31  Freeman supports this claim with evidence from Foxe’s account of 
Robert Ferrar’s execution.  Shortly before his death, Ferrar told Richard Jones “if he saw 
him once to stir in the pains of his burning, he [Jones] should then give no credit to his 
doctrine.”32 
 Collinson and Freeman are right to stress the importance of the link between 
constancy and religious truth.  As we have already begun to see, however, serious 
definitional questions linger around the idea of constancy.  Knott has provided the tonic 
reminder, for example, that the apostolic models in the Book of Acts also feature 
significantly in the style of the Foxeian narratives: “the boldness of Foxe’s martyrs, in 
their examinations and also at the stake, is as remarkable as their apparent control of their 
emotions.”33  Foxe may have retained some interest in the admirable—rather than simply 
the imitable—qualities of his subjects, as Collinson suggests, but identifying his vision of 
constancy with any strict classical model of apatheia is an oversimplification.  Tensions 
between admiration and imitation notwithstanding, in his accounts of the 1550s, Foxe 
was forced to assess the constancy of people he knew and admired.  In many cases, this 
was not a challenging task, but in some it must have been quite difficult indeed.  Had 
                                                
30 Patrick Collinson, “‘A Magazine of Religious Patterns’: An Erasmian Topic Transposed in English 
Protestantism,’ Godly People (London: Hambledon Press, 1983), p. 512. 
31 Thomas S. Freeman, “The Importance of Dying Earnestly: The Metamorphosis of the Account of James 
Bainham in ‘Foxe’s Book of Martyrs’,” The Church Retrospective, ed. R. N. Swanson (Suffolk: 
Ecclesiastical History Society, 1997), p. 280.  
32 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 4.1.26. 
33 John Knott, “John Foxe and the Joy of Suffering,” Sixteenth Century Journal 28.3 (1996), p. 724fn. 
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Foxe completely agreed with Ferrar’s vision of the correspondence between impassivity 
and the credibility of his doctrine, he could hardly have excused Cranmer’s stirring 
abjuration in February 1556.  
 
III. Cranmer’s Hand?: Impassioned Signatures and the Reaches of Idolatry. 
 One of the questions this chapter has been building up to is this: what does 
Cranmer’s hand have to do with Cranmer’s heart?  Extensive debate has circulated in 
recent decades over the nature of early modern conceptions of the correspondence 
between inwardness and outward expression.  Controversies over propriety and 
impropriety in the Elizabethan and Jacobean theater as well as ecclesiastical debates over 
ceremony and ritual provide cultural flash points for inquiry into discourses of self, 
sincerity, and fidelity as well as the instability of these notions.  The act of recantation 
clearly belongs in this same field.  When Cranmer signs his numerous concessions and 
his final recantation, the internal significance of the act can be limited to a relatively 
finite range of possibilities.34  At first glance, recantation would seem to be the very 
definition of inconstancy.  Foxe does not represent it that way, however, and he does not 
seem to have understood it that way, either.  In the next few pages, I will examine the 
meaning of Cranmer’s act in the terms available to Foxe before turning to my assessment 
of Foxe’s synthesis of those terms as a means to salvage Cranmer as a hero of Protestant 
piety and affective ethics. 
                                                
34 Evidence suggests Cranmer was not the sole author of his final recantation, although he certainly knew 
what it said and approved its contents with his signature.  See, MacCulloch, Thomas Cranmer, p. 594. 
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 To begin with, Foxe insists on Cranmer’s constancy without denying that he, 
“being overcome … at length gave his hand.”35  Foxe devotes significant space (87 pages 
in the Seeley and Burnside edition) to recounting Cranmer’s biography.  There, for the 
most part, his presentation resembles the encomiastic tradition Collinson links to 
Plutarch.  In fact, Foxe declares without irony: 
the worthy constancy of this said archbishop never, for the 
most part, shrank from any manner of storm; but was so 
many ways tried, that neither favour of his prince, nor fear 
of the indignation of the same, nor any other worldly 
respect, could alienate or change his purpose, grounded 
upon that infallible doctrine of the gospel.36   
 
Few readers would have been unaware of Cranmer’s infamous, temporary reversal, but 
the inclusion of the phrase “for the most part” at once acknowledges and downplays this.  
Principal emphasis is put on the degree to which Cranmer lived his life in strict loyalty to 
“the true word of doctrine,” even when doing so put him at cross-purposes with King 
Henry.  Foxe favorably compares Cranmer’s conduct to the model prescribed by Paul in 
the epistle to Titus.  There Paul repeatedly invokes the Greco-Roman “household code” 
to encourage a combination of self-control and sound doctrine among the people of Crete.  
Notably, he reminds Titus that the grace of God trains Christians to “renounce impiety 
and worldly passions, and in the present age to live lives that are self-controlled, upright, 
and godly” (NRSV, 2:11-12).   Foxe provides a brief exegesis of Titus 1:7-9 that is 
idiosyncratic in its negative formulation: “neither shall he deserve the name of bishop, if 
either from dread or meed, affection or favour, he do at any time swerve from the truth.”37  
                                                
35 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 8.1.81. 
36 Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
37 Ibid., p. 22. 
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He then characterizes Cranmer’s soundness in terms of this negative model: Cranmer’s 
“worthy constancy … never, for the most part, shrank.”    
 For the most part, Foxe insists, Cranmer was dispassionate.  Certain in his faith 
and reasonable in his apprehension of worldly accidents, Cranmer was able to “oppose 
himself, standing as it were, post alone, against the whole of parliament” when Henry 
VIII’s Six Articles confirmed the alignment of English Church doctrine with that of 
Catholicism (minus obedience to the Pope).38  Likewise, “when at Canterbury his house 
was on fire, the great adversity did so little discourage him … he was nothing therewith 
dismayed … and as in adversity he ever showed himself constant and like himself, so in 
prosperity he was no less free and bountiful.”39  These examples suggest a model of 
constancy in line with that exhibited by the martyrs Collinson identifies as avatars of 
apatheia: John Hooper who “washed his hands in the fire as though it had been cold 
water” and John Rogers who “was ‘nothing moved’ by the sorrowful sight of his wife 
and eleven children.”40  A continuity is indicated between Cranmer’s outward calm and a 
stable inward economy.  He doesn’t “swerve” or “shrink” in the face of “storms” in the 
world, because his soul-body composite is a temperate clime.   
 The story of Cranmer’s disputations and martyrdom cannot help but admit 
disruption to this broader portrait.  Initially, of course, Cranmer managed to play the part 
of the bold speaking, heroic Christian Knott identifies as the basic Foxeian script.  
Squaring off against John Story, a civil lawyer and diocesan administrator for Bonner, 
                                                
38 Ibid., p. 23. 
39 Ibid., pp. 40-41. 
40 Collinson, “‘A Magazine’,” p. 513. 
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Cranmer resembled Joyce Lewis (the martyr discussed in the introduction, who claimed 
“as for the fear of death … I do not greatly pass”): 
I cast fear apart, for Christ said to his apostles, that in the 
latter days they should suffer much sorrow, and be put to 
death for his name’s sake: ‘Fear them not,’ saith he, ‘but 
fear him which when he hath killed the body, hath power to 
cast the soul into fire everlasting.’  Also Christ saith, ‘He 
that will live shall die, and he that loseth his life for my 
name’s sake, he shall find it again.’  Moreover he said, 
‘Confess me before men, and be not afraid; for if you do so, 
I will stand with you: if you shrink from me I will shrink 
from you.’  This is a comfortable and terrible saying; this 
maketh me to set all fear apart.’41      
 
Cranmer does not claim to be free from fear altogether.  He simply understands fear of 
God to be more rational than fear of man.  Christ’s warning to those who “shrink” from 
him is a “comfortable and terrible saying” to Cranmer.  That is to say, it quiets the part of 
him that would be swayed by worldly care and perturbs the part of him that should be 
swayed by spiritual care.   
 Unfortunately, Cranmer could not maintain this alignment.  Although Mary never 
seems to have had any intention of sparing him, the “wily papists” relentlessly appealed 
to Cranmer’s self-preservation instincts:  
They put him in hope, that he should not only have his life, 
but also be restored to his ancient dignity, saying, it was but 
a small matter, and so easy that they required him to do, 
only that he would subscribe to a few words with his own 
hand; which if he did, there should be nothing in the realm 
that the queen would not easily grant him, whether he 
would have riches or dignity; … only that he would set his 
name in two words to a little leaf of paper.42 
 
                                                
41 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 8.1.52. 
42 Ibid., p. 81. 
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Obviously, it was not “a small matter.”  Nevertheless, Cranmer signed.  Foxe represents 
the internal and external consequences as disastrous: 
Now was Cranmer’s cause in a miserable taking, who 
neither inwardly had any quietness in his own conscience, 
nor yet outwardly any help in his adversaries.  Besides this, 
on the one side was praise, on the other side scorn, on both 
sides danger, so that neither he could die honestly, nor yet 
unhonestly live.  And whereas he sought profit, he fell into 
double disprofit, that neither with good men he could avoid 
secret shame, nor yet with evil men the note of 
dissimulation.43 
 
Cranmer could not, as the saying goes, win for losing, or so it seemed in the days leading 
up to his execution.  In the Catholic account of this period, Cranmer’s Recantacyons, 
Cranmer genuinely convinced his persecutors that he now wished to conform to Roman 
Catholic orthodoxy.  He wept frequently, vociferously regretted his deviation from the 
old religion, and expressed his happiness to be back in the fold.  He even took the 
sacrament of absolution and heard mass.44  Whether these acts and expressions were the 
stuff of play-acting is ultimately impossible for us to discern.  Foxe was inclined to label 
them so.  It is significant, however, that he does not deny their historical veracity.  He is 
satisfied identifying them with “the note of dissimulation.” 
 What a contentious note dissimulation could be, however.  During the continental 
persecutions of the early 1540s, a significant difference of opinion emerged within the 
Protestant communities over the ethics of dissimulation in worship.  For both sides, the 
question amounted to a debate over inwardness, passion, and piety.  Reform-minded 
thinkers of an Erasmian cast advocated outward conformity.  Martin Bucer and Wolfgang 
                                                
43 Ibid., p. 83. 
44 MacCulloch, p. 595. 
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Capito, for example, argued that individual provocation of Catholic authorities was 
counter-productive to the more significant ecclesiastical mission of transforming the 
existing Christian Church.  To them, infiltrating the traditional Church was a calling in its 
own right, as valid as martyrdom and ultimately more demanding: “far more trouble and 
toil than to abandon everything once and for all and flee, or step courageously into the 
flames and find in death a final release form these dangers and burdens.”45  A mission of 
this kind would require that individual Protestant subjects tolerate and even feign 
observance of idolatrous Catholic rituals.  Spiritually dangerous territory, to be sure, but 
“the eye of faith would discern the original substance of the Gospel beneath the 
encrustation of superstition.”46  As Ramie Targoff has observed in her discussion of 
seventeenth-century views of worship, a notion of “internality that is entirely inaccessible 
to anyone outside the self” could be traced to the Sermon on the Mount, where Christ 
“explicitly connects the public practice of prayer with hypocrisy.”47  In his Confessions, 
for example, Augustine had privileged Christian interiority for this very reason: “no one 
knows a man’s thoughts, except the man’s own spirit within him.”48  From this view-
point, Bucer could justify feigned participation in Catholic ritual as an inroad to the 
covert subversion of Catholic hegemony in dangerous realms. 
 Calvin called this stance “nicodemism.”  Meant as a slur, the name was derived 
from the story of Nicodemus (John 3:1-10), the Pharisee who recognizes that Jesus has 
“come from God” but fails to understand the concept of spiritual rebirth.  Simulating 
                                                
45 Martin Bucer, Consilium Theologicum, cited in Peter Matheson, "Martyrdom or Mission? A Protestant 
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46 Matheson, “Martyrdom or Mission?,” p. 159. 
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belief in the efficacy of Catholic sacraments was not an acceptable course of action 
according to Calvin: 
There is no room … for any one to indulge in crafty 
dissimulation, or to flatter himself with a false idea of piety, 
pretending that he cherishes it in his heart, though he 
completely overturns it by his outward behaviour.  Genuine 
piety begets genuine confession.49 
 
In fact, it was effectually impossible for the truly pious to participate in idolatrous rites: 
[T]here cannot be a single particle of piety in those whose 
hands are able to perform the gestures of so flagitious an 
act, whose nerves do not fail in the very attempt, whose 
limbs do not shake and totter with horror.50 
 
When it came to questions of worship, in other words, Calvin insisted on a fairly strict 
alignment between outward and inward “selves.”  Inward constancy could not be masked 
as implied by the Sermon on the Mount and Augustine’s Confessions.  Furthermore, 
outward pollution led to inward pollution: 
from the defiling effect of the abominations of which we 
now speak, he alone keeps himself free who does not even 
allow himself any fictitious imitation of them, but is 
abstinent to such a degree, that he contracts no guilt or stain 
either by look, access, or vicinity; approving his constancy 
to the Lord all the more, because, while encompassed by 
the troops of the enemy, he does not allow himself to be 
forced.51 
 
Catholic ceremonies and sacraments were not “indifferent” encrustations on the Gospel, 
as Bucer claimed.  They were works of antichrist and infectious pathologies in the body 
of Christ.  Calvin thus framed his tract against dissimulation as therapeutic (for the body 
                                                
49 John Calvin, “On Shunning the Unlawful Rites of the Ungodly and Preserving the Purity of the Christian 
Religion,” Tracts and Treatises in Defense of the Reformed Faith, trans. Henry Beveridge (Grand Rapids, 
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50 Ibid., p. 389. 
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of Christ as well as the body of the believer): “For what else have I aimed at … but just 
that you may not pollute the holy Religion of God by horrible sacrilege—that you may 
not profane your body, which he has dedicated as a temple to himself, by foul 
abominations.”52 
 Both sides (nicodemite and anti-nicodemite) identified their positions on 
recantation with a form of Protestant constancy.  Each addressed the question in terms of 
“rationality,” opposing their practical advice to what they considered absurd or 
unreasonable external impressions.  For the so-called nicodemite, martyrdom was often 
the wrong response to persecution.  Bold Protestant confession was an “unseasonable,” 
even self-glorifying, response to errors that called for subtler reactions.  They imagined 
dissimulation to represent a reasonable balance between cowardice and temerity.  For 
Calvin, Heinrich Bullinger, and other anti-nicodemites, only martyrdom or exile would 
do.  Anything less represented a self-interested and passionate attachment to the approval 
of other men.  Thus both sides were able to view themselves as advocating affective 
temperance and, at the same time, promoting the Evangelical cause.  Each proposed itself 
as a therapy, in its way, for the disordering influence of the unreasonable opinion.  
Calvin, for his part, labeled nicodemites as temporizers distracted by “perplexity,” 
“anxiety and blind perturbation,” and “dimness of vision.”53  Passion (especially mortal 
fear) had perverted them from reasonable action (flight or martyrdom), but they could not 
see it because the mists from their overheated humors interfered with proper intellection.  
Although aimed at a different audience, the words of Langius in Justus Lipsius’ On 
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Constancy (1595) could fairly represent the “stoic” dimension of the nicodemite 
argument: 
wandering into other countries shall not avail you … you 
will still find an enemy about you, even in that closet of 
yours.  (And there he struck me on the breast.)  What good 
will it do you to be settled in a peaceable place?  You carry 
war with you.  What can a quiet habitation benefit you?  
Troubles are ever about you and in you.  For this distracted 
mind of yours wars, and ever will be at war with itself, in 
coveting, in flying, in hoping, in despairing.54 
 
To the minds of men like Bucer, Capito, and ultimately Lipsius, the problem stemmed 
not from the public evil of idolatry (which would shortly be remedied by the return of 
Christ) so much as from the private evils of self-deception and false piety.  Flight to safer 
realms (whether mortal or heavenly) seemed like abandoning one’s post.  Aversion to 
genuine self-scrutiny was the cloud obscuring the reasonable action.  One should stay and 
fight, albeit in disguise. 
 Foxe cherished the idea that legitimate piety was rooted deep within the body.  He 
praised the affective piety of the primitive Church thus:        
Then was true Religion truly felt in hart.  Then was 
Christianitie not in outwarde appearance shewed, but in 
inward affections received, and the true image of the 
Churche not in outwarde shew pretensed, but in her perfect 
state effectuall.  Then was the name and feare of God true 
in hart, not in lippes alone dwelling.  Fayth then was 
fervent, zeale ardent, prayer not swimming in the lippes, 
but groned out to God from the bottome of the spirite.55 
 
He frowned on the lukewarm investment of those contemporaries of his who only made a 
polite, “pretensed” show of devotion with their “lippes,” and he smiled on a hotter, more 
                                                
54 Justus Lipsius, On Constancy, trans. John Stradling, ed. John Sellars (Exeter: Bristol Phoenix Press, 
2006), p. 36.  
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anguished engagement between the human organism and its creator.  In “prayer … 
groaned out to God from the bottome of the spirite,” Foxe pictured pious utterance as the 
non-counterfeitable ventilations of a heart overheated by love for God.  But what was 
Foxe to make of Cranmer’s impieties?  He affirms Cranmer’s final change of heart as 
authentic, asserting that the archbishop’s “evil-subscribing” is annulled by his ultimate 
“well-recanting,”56 but were there no lingering doubts regarding the idolatries Cranmer 
committed between March 17 and March 20, 1556?  Could burning the offending hand 
adequately expel the pollutions to which Cranmer had recently exposed his heart 
(including the Catholic sacrament of absolution and the mass)?  The answer to both of 
these last two questions is a qualified yes.  In Cranmer’s problematic martyrdom, Foxe is 
able to articulate a model of martyrological constancy that incorporates the painful 
fluctuations Protestantism already associated favorably with the spiritual and organic 
mechanics of private devotion.  In giving his signature to Roman Catholic authorities, 
Cranmer had given himself.  Nevertheless, the reach of idolatry had its limits.  Sincere 
repentance was as redemptive in Foxe’s view (and Calvin’s also, it should be said) as any 
unflinching courage of conviction. 
 
IV. Apotheosis of the In-Between. 
 In his final speech, Cranmer admits that his deviation from the Evangelical cause 
was a consequence of “fear of death” and that he had written against his conscience “to 
save my life if it might be.”57  In doing so, he seems to confirm the anti-nicodemite view 
of dissimulation in worship.  He had not been able to separate his noble and ignoble 
                                                
56 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments, ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 8.1.90. 
57 Ibid., p. 86. 
             
 48 
passions and instead had been seduced into idolatry by anti-Christian agents.  If Cranmer 
could not insulate his heart from the contamination of Catholic rituals as nicodemism 
claimed was posssible,  and if he was able to give his hand to “flagitious” acts, then it is 
plausible (according to anti-nicodemite logic, at least) that he did not possess “a single 
particle of piety.”   However, in this same speech he also manages to re-orient himself 
(inside and out) to God’s will: 
I have offended both against heaven and earth, more than 
my tongue can express.  Whither then may I go, or whither 
shall I flee?  To heaven I may be ashamed to lift up mine 
eyes, and in earth I find no place of refuge or succour.  To 
thee therefore, O Lord, do I run; to thee do I humble 
myself, saying, O Lord my God, my sins be great, but yet 
have mercy upon me for thy great mercy … I crave nothing 
for mine own merits, but for thy name’s sake.58 
 
Echoing psalm 139 (“Where can I go from your spirit?” [NSRV]), Cranmer 
acknowledges God’s omniscience and omnipotence.  He also recognizes his own 
inefficacy as an agent of good—denigrating his “own merits” and attributing the power 
of redemption to God’s mercy.  By repenting, Cranmer forces us to recalibrate our 
understanding of his period of submission.   
 Although Foxe reckons the immediate cause of Cranmer’s apostasy to be “against 
his conscience,” he also reasons that the cause is ultimately attributable to Divine 
Providence.  “[I]t pleaseth God,” Foxe explains: 
that so great virtues in this archbishop should not be had in 
too much admiration of us without some blemish, or else 
that the falsehood of the popish generation, by this means, 
might be more evident, or else to minish the confidence of 
                                                
58 Ibid. 
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our own strength, that in him should appear an example of 
man’s weak imbecility.59   
 
Foxe salvages Cranmer’s temporary apostasy by identifying it with weaknesses he 
expected his readers to respect as a familiar and inescapable features of the human 
predicament.  As Cranmer had been “for the most part” constant, the terms of his 
variance were ones a Protestant would accept as reasonable if not necessary to the 
making of a saint.  Even in the martyr narrative, the idea of constancy was riven by an 
acknowledgment (typically implicit) of human moral and physical frailty.  Cranmer’s 
wavering merely rendered explicit this doubtful attitude towards human endurance.  Like 
Calvin, Foxe took seriously the notion that the human creature—no matter how devout or 
well-mannered—was fundamentally depraved.60  Cranmer’s apostasy can be tolerated and 
even celebrated as an exemplary lesson for Foxe’s audience insofar as Cranmer’s 
recantation can be read as final conformity to God’s will rather than conformity to the 
appeal of idolatry.   
 Rather than lament Cranmer’s emotional frailty, Foxe turns it into an opportunity 
to preach about the universality of human weakness and vulnerability.   As Foxe’s “Four 
Considerations” indicates, Acts and Monuments is meant—at least in part—to be a 
remedial influence on readers who have become overly comfortable in the tolerant 
climate of the 1560s.  He challenges his readers, in fact, to compare their own moral fiber 
to that of the martyrs: “if in case we ourselves had been in those times of theirs, so 
troubled and distressed as they were, … what would we say?  what would we think?  
                                                
59 Ibid., p. 81. 
60 In A Sermon of Christ Crucified, for example, Foxe reminds his audience that weakness is inevitable 
even among the godly: “our new obedience is always, and in all men imperfect, and falleth many times into 
disobedience through frailty of flesh,” John Foxe, A Sermon of Christ Crucified (London, 1609), sig. Diiir. 
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what would we do?”61  Cranmer provides a model of constancy that is especially 
accessible to Foxe’s all too human audience.  Foxe’s tendency to humanize his martyrs 
has been recognized.  Detailed, realistic physical description, in particular, has been 
stressed by Knott.  With Cranmer, however, Foxe is able to do more than render 
martyrdom in realistic physical detail.  He is also able to validate and exploit the 
emotions that threaten to interrupt Cranmer’s martyrdom (fear and doubt). 
 Emotional ambivalence is not only allowed by Foxe’s theology; rather,  at a 
certain level, that theology assumes and even requires “imbecility” as temperament 
against “too much admiration.”  Imbecility and constancy are therefore closely linked.  
“The infirmity of this Christian penitent,” Foxe would claim more generally in A Sermon 
of Christ’s Crucifixion, “obtaineth remission, breaketh not reconciliation, neyther loseth 
grace, but rather doth illustrate grace.”62  The infirmity of the true Christian was a special 
case; the bygone passions of such infirmity (however wayward they might have appeared 
at the time) were the work of God, not anti-Christ.  God afflicts his subjects thus in order 
to magnify his own mercy in forgiving them: “as Christ himselfe reslouing this question 
answereth to Saint Paule: … in thy infirmity, my power is more declared, &c.”63  The 
same principal could surely be applied to Cranmer’s infirmity.  
 As with all of the martyrs in Acts and Monuments (and with older hagiography as 
well), the death scene is fundamental to the fulfillment of the martyr script.  Had Cranmer 
been pardoned by Mary or had he died clinging to Catholic pastoral comforts, he could 
only be an embarrassment to Foxe and the Evangelical movement.  Foxe basically says as 
                                                
61 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 1.1.xxxv. 
62 Foxe, A Sermon of Christ’s Crucifixion, sig. E.v.v. 
63 Ibid., sig. E.v.v. 
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much: “lest he should have lived longer with shame and reproof, it pleased God rather to 
take him away, to the glory of his name and profit of his church.”  Through an honorable 
death, instead, God purged Cranmer and his church of the archbishop’s “offenses in this 
world.”64  Death was undoubtedly necessary, therefore, for identifying Cranmer as a 
Protestant saint.  The idiosyncrasies of Cranmer’s death scene, however, add utility to the 
affective complications of his story.  By punishing his offending right hand first, Cranmer 
ensures that a distinction be made between the frailty of the flesh (to which all creatures 
were subject) and the constancy of the heart (which only abides in the elect).  Although 
he cannot take back the signature (“his hand”) which the Roman Catholic authority 
possesses, he can destroy the organic part of himself that gave it (“his hand”).  Once the 
flames began to rise, Foxe reports, Cranmer’s “body did so abide the burning … he 
seemed to move no more than the stake to which he was bound.”65 
 Cranmer possesses a special constancy—one that signifies in spite of behavior 
that seems to contradict it.  As with the heart of Herbert’s seventeenth-century lyric 
speaker, the upheavals and “disorders” of Cranmer’s interior seem to be sanctioned and 
administered by God for Cranmer’s own good and for the good of his audience.  In 
“tasting hel,” as Foxe would advocate in A Sermon of Christ Crucified, Cranmer was 
tempered rather than lost.  His offending hand and the rest of his mortal coil welcomed 
the flames, “abid[ing] the burning,” but his heart seems to have been used to higher 
temperatures, Herbert’s “ancient heat,” perhaps.  It remained unscathed, “besides [his] 
other flames.”   
                                                
64 Foxe, Acts and Monuments, 8.1.90. 
65 Ibid. 
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Chapter 2 
The Saint Who Wasn’t There: Spira, Anxiety, and Pollution’s Privilege. 
 
In the first chapter, I argued that John Foxe found a way to salvage Thomas 
Cranmer from the taint of apostasy and to elevate his weakness to a special form of 
constancy.  Notably, Foxe did not do the same with Francesco Spiera.1  Before Hamlet 
began fretting his long hour on the London stage, Spira was by far the most famous case 
of mixed emotions in the Protestant Reformation.  In many ways, his case resembles that 
of Cranmer.  Chiefly, Spira held reformist convictions that were tested by inquisition and 
came up wanting in the moment of ultimatum.  Unlike Cranmer, however, Spira’s 
apostasy was not a temporary glitch in an otherwise conventional tale of martyrdom.  The 
common paraphrase of his story, often alluded to in England from the 1550s to the 1700s, 
focused not on a progress from doubt to conviction to death at the stake but rather on the 
emotional, physical, and spiritual quagmire of religious despair.  Foxe’s only direct 
mention of Spira comes very late in Acts and Monuments, among the lists of vengeful 
retributions Foxe presents as evidence of God’s Protestant sympathies: 
The examples of such as revolted from the gospel to 
papistry be not many; but as few as they were, scarce can 
any be found which began to turn to the pope, but the Lord 
began to turn from them, and to leave them to their ghostly 
                                                
1 From this point on, I have opted for the spelling “Francis Spira” instead of “Francesco Spiera” because 
the former was the one adopted, popularized, and perpetuated by the English print tradition. 
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enemy; as we have heard of Francis Spira, a lawyer of 
Italy, of the king of Navarre I France, of Henry Smith, and 
Dr. Shaxton in England, with others in other countries, of 
whom some died in great sorrow of conscience, some in 
miserable doubt of their salvation, some stricken by God’s 
hand, some driven to hang or drown themselves.2 
 
Although Spira’s sin itself, which Foxe here terms “revolt,” is formally no different from 
that of the recantation examined in the previous chapter, the manner of his death—“in 
great sorrow of conscience” and “in miserable doubt of [his] salvation”—excludes his 
ordeal from what Foxe deems the business of hagiography.  The present chapter will seek 
to show how, and in what terms, the Reformed English tradition made Spira into 
something of a saint nevertheless.   
Spira’s story was initially recounted by several of the men who attended him as he 
approached death in Padua.3  He was a lawyer born in Citadella (thirteen miles north of 
Padua) drawn into the miasmic doctrinal uncertainties of the Italian Reformation (circa 
the 1540s).  Although we cannot know the full scope of his unorthodox opinions, they 
could easily have resembled those of the Italian spirituali, who maintained a loyal stance 
                                                
2 John Foxe, The Acts and Monuments of John Foxe, ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 
1837-41), 8.2.667 
3 In M. A. Overell,  “The Exploitation of Francesco Spiera,” Sixteenth Century Journal 26:3 (1995), pp. 
619-637 and Michael MacDonald, “The Fearefull Estate of Francis Spira: Narrative, Identity, and Emotion 
in Early Modern England,” The Journal of British Studies  31:1 (1992), pp. 32-61, the “historical” Spira is 
discussed at length.  He was famously attended by Pier Paolo Vergerio, bishop of Capodistria, Matteo 
Gribaldi, a lawyer and professor at the University of Padua, a Scot named Henry Scrymgeour and a 
Transylvanian named Sigismund Gelous, all of whom produced reports of Spira’s final days.  Evidence 
points to a strong possibility that Vergerio’s report was a source text from which the others were derived.  
All four men had reforming sympathies of one kind or another.  Gelous already self-identified as a 
Protestant.  Gribaldi belonged to the Italian Spirituali, a Roman Catholic reform movement headed by Juan 
de Valdés, which also included reform-minded Catholic luminaries like Reginald Pole and Gasparo 
Contarini.  This group was already painfully exposed and would be disbanded within a decade when 
Carafa—intense xenophobe and founder of the Roman Inquisition—was appointed Pope Paul IV over Pole, 
who had been considered the presumptive heir by most.  Carafa’s contempt for reform—including reform 
pressures within the Roman Catholic Church—was brutally epitomized by his boast, “Even if my own 
father were a heretic, I would gather the wood to burn him.”    For recent historical treatment of the Italian 
Spirituali, see Diarmaid MacCulloch, Reformation: Europe’s House Divided 1490-1700  (London: Allen 
Lane, 2003), pp. 215-18 and 231-4; see also G.W. Searle, The Counter-Reformation (London, 1973).   
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towards the Catholic Church while also stressing the exclusive role of faith over works in 
salvation.  We do know that in the fall of 1547 Spira was denounced as a heretic before 
the Italian Inquisition in Venice.  He confessed, apparently out of fear for his property 
and life, and was required to perform a further public recantation in his home parish.  In 
the interim, Spira believed he heard a voice rebuking him for his initial apostasy and 
urging him to abstain from the prescribed, second recantation.  He chose not to heed this 
advice, signed again, and subsequently fell into despair.  Ultimately, he was moved to 
Padua and counseled (to no avail) by a host of eminent visitors until his death.      
Unimpeachable historical resources in this case are few and far between. 
Fortunately, my analysis is directed towards the ways in which the story was adapted by 
its tellers.  Particularly, I am keen to explore the story’s interconnections with the 
ambiguities of Protestant anthropology and salvation theology.  Reformed theology 
tended to associate the familiar opposition between spirit and body with Roman Catholic 
asceticism.  As a result, the Reformed reading of Pauline anthropology stresses a more 
synthetic—albeit morally precarious—relationship between the two.  It is important to 
recall that the Greek word for health, soteria, refers to both bodily wholeness and 
eschatological salvation.  As the reformers read him, Paul’s use of the term indicated both 
meanings at once.  Accordingly, physiological troubles were taken to signify trouble in 
the spirit and vice versa.  As an Apostle and confident member of the Corpus Mysticum, 
Paul celebrates the humiliations of astheneia—his “thorn in the flesh” (2 Cor. 12:7-9, 
NRSV)—as a perverse token of triumph: “I am content with my weaknesses, insults, 
hardships, persecutions, and calamities for the sake of Christ; for whenever I am weak, 
then I am strong” (2 Cor. 12:10).   In the Reformed view, Paul was not simply subduing 
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the flesh to the spirit.  In more organic terms, he was asserting control over the entire, 
complicated human creature by attending to its weakest parts.  Spira’s weakness should 
be understood in pejorative terms similar to astheneia.  The men who initially reported it 
seem to regard it in this way.  Unfortunately, Spira seems unable to imagine access to the 
soteriological restoration-through-weakness that Paul promotes.  Nevertheless, his story 
plays a dynamic role in the history of early modern protestant soteriology.  
 
I.   The Uses of Displeasure: Francis Spira as Comfort or Goad? 
 As has been noted by other scholars, the Spira story was put to a wide array of 
cultural uses in the decades and even centuries following his apostasy.  Michael 
MacDonald has argued for Spira’s legacy in English Protestant tradition as the wellspring 
of a new psychological model within the evangelical community.  M. A. Overell has 
taken a different stance on the same channels of transmission, stressing instead the degree 
to which Spira became an all-purpose tool for Protestant propagandists any time they felt 
their views being threatened.4  Overell makes a strong case, and, from a modern 
perspective at least, the early texts in particular do seem designed to intimidate the 
audience rather than to help them find a way of existing in the interstices of soteriological 
uncertainty.  After reading Matteo Gribaldi’s account, for example, it is easy to believe 
that the real story is not Spira’s betrayal of God but rather his betrayal of the evangelical 
                                                
4 “Some evangelicals identified with Spira’s desperation and used the narrative of his fate to indicate their 
own spiritual condition.  In this context, the text became a tool for constructing a new personality that 
transcended both worldly indifference and religious despair,” MacDonald, “The Fearefull Estate,” p. 35; 
“Protestantism in danger and the individual soul in danger were … closely interwoven and could be 
regarded as manifestations of the same phenomenon.  That phenomenon always involved using Spiera as a 
goad.  To tell the Spiera story became a way of making Protestants be brave, minorities face persecution, 
converts be committed, atheists be Christian, and the immoral be good,” Overell, “Exploitation,” p. 634. 
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movement—a movement to which he most likely never belonged.5  Nevertheless, as 
literary historians, it behooves us to approach—as far as possible—the strategies and 
opinions of the evangelical movement on their own terms.  Even Gribaldi was interested 
in faithfully reporting what his theology told him was true.  Overell is correct that Spira’s 
story was used to encourage lock-step adherence to certain evangelical doctrines, but it is 
misleading to suggest that such encouragement was nothing more than a cynical exercise 
of power.  Although far from self-consistent, anti-Nicodemism was a serious theological 
campaign, informed by moral physiology grounded in the Pauline epistles and in the 
classical understanding of nature (physis).  The rhetorical motive behind the anti-
Nicodemite version of the story must be considered in light of early modern assumptions 
about the phenomenology of body and spirit.  From this point of view, it is easier to take 
seriously the proposal that, in playing on the emotions of his readers, an author like 
Gribaldi actually believed he was not simply participating in coercion but was also 
preparing his audience to receive the Word of God.    
In the fiercely anti-papal work initiated during England’s Marian period by exiles 
like Foxe, literal bodily sacrifice represented the ultimate model of solidarity in a unified 
Protestant resistance to the worldly corruptions of Roman Catholic culture and power.  
With a few exceptions like the one examined in the previous chapter, this literature 
condemned those who surrendered to the physical and psychological pressures of 
inquisition.  Their vulnerability to pain and passion was construed—somewhat 
                                                
5 English tradition would come to interpret Spira as an apostate Calvinist, and English Protestants were 
particularly drawn to the story of Spira’s hapless fate.  In reality, however, Spira’s unorthodox opinions 
most likely belonged to those shared by the Italian Spirituali.  Like so many of the men and women in 
Foxe’s Acts and Monuments, Spira had developed a deep commitment to doctrinal positions which Catholic 
inquisitors considered dangerous.  In all probability, he lived and died considering himself a Catholic. 
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illogically—as evidence of both willful infidelity and predestined reprobation.  Although 
shifting social and political circumstances greatly transformed the Reformation 
weltanschauung, soteriological controversy remained a major concern for over a century.  
In its palimpsest-like transformation in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the Spira 
story demonstrates a range of problems the project of Evangelical subject formation faced 
from its inception and continued to wrestle with as time went on.  Most significantly, as 
English Protestantism developed its own internal schisms, persuasive texts like the Spira 
story had to adapt to different theological stances on the nature of God’s will, love, 
justice, and mercy.  Like Foxe’s martyrology, the tale is always meant to serve the 
broader community by calling its attention to the necessary truth required for redemption.  
Insofar as the nature of this truth is open to debate, however, so is Spira’s relationship to 
it.  As K.J. Kesselring has recently argued with regard to the exchange of power bound 
up in secular displays of justice and mercy, treatments of God’s tyranny or clemency 
could enhance and legitimize the power of a particular theological vision.6  The tentative 
but nonetheless successful consolidation of an English national church under Elizabeth 
significantly altered the way Protestant theologians thought about the latitude of God’s 
clemency.  This change did not only win more converts for progressive Protestantism, 
however, it also offered would-be converts greater versatility in the way they understood 
their transactions with God. 
Extremely vexing soteriological questions are inherent to the earliest Spira 
accounts.  Gribaldi attributed his own final break with the Roman confession to his 
experiences at Spira’s bedside, and two other counselors to Spira, Pier Paolo Vergerio 
                                                
6 K.J. Kesselring, Mercy and Authority in the Tudor State (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003), pp. 15-17. 
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and Henry Scrymgeour, seem also to have been dramatically affected by the contact.  
This aspect of their story tapped the aura of miraculous mass-conversion common to 
older hagiographical narratives, with a notable departure.  Whereas most hagiographical 
conversions came as a consequence of the martyr’s self-sacrificial witness to Christian 
truth, Gribaldi’s, Vergerio’s, and Scrymgeour’s conversions were caused by the spectacle 
of God’s wrath towards Spira’s hesitation.  Insofar as hagiography was meant to provide 
exemplary models for the conversion of its audiences, this should be read as a significant 
distortion.  “In the repertoire of tales that came to form the cultural tradition of English 
Protestantism,” Michael MacDonald suggests, “[Spira’s story] gained a place as the dark 
mirror of martyrdom.”7  In the present chapter, I take this metaphor seriously as a figure 
for the way attempts at understanding Spira’s apostasy and despair reveal significant 
variety in Reformed Christians’ thinking about the relationship between their feelings and 
their theology.  Spira functions as a “glass” for speculating on the relationship between 
weakness and pollution.  The shift in the story’s reception between the 1550s and the 
1580s onward represents a shift in Protestant attitudes towards this relationship in 
particular. 
Although Spira is always figured as a case of annihilating negative feelings, the 
aggregate of Spira’s disavowals and recantations—even in the story’s earliest 
instantiations—is ultimately something with positive substance.  Spira’s despair is not so 
much a sin as the byproduct of sin, thus it exists in the place of the pleasures of Christ as 
their signifying negative.  This state has rhetorical and pedagogical promise which 
obliges the multiple written accounts by Gribaldi, Vergerio, Scrygmeour, et. al.  
                                                
7 MacDonald, “The Fearefull Estate,” p. 38. 
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Ultimately, Spira is not purged from the body of Christ as his story initially seems to 
suggest.  On the contrary, he is assimilated into it as an unlikely celebrity because of his 
extraordinary affective athleticism.  Remarkably, Spira’s failure to experience a proper 
conversion provides agency in the conversion of others.  Witnesses and readers are 
moved to positive action by Spira’s negative example.  Ultimately, this demonstrates the 
will to Christian love far more appreciably than it does any imaginative adherence to 
predestinary thinking.  If Spira is not “saved” in any way we can be certain of, he is at 
least retained by the corpus of the English Church in a manner that substantially alters the 
terms in which that body thinks about itself.  
 
II.  Notable and Marvelous Epistles: Sense, Faith, and Faithlessness circa 1550. 
The first English version of Spira’s story, A notable and marvailous epistle of the 
famous Doctor, Mathewe Gribalde, offers a sustained attempt to neutralize any 
hermeneutic questions that might be exploited by opponents of the anti-Nicodemite 
stance towards matryrological witness.  In it, four days of counsel with Spira are 
described, during which the heartsick apostate reviews the causes of his desperation.  His 
friends urge him to maintain hope of salvation, but he is inconsolable.  Throughout the 
ordeal, Gribaldi’s language suggests, Spira’s senses are a source of pronounced 
disequilibrium.  Forces of spiritual guidance and worldly temptation find material 
expression in terms of Spira’s sensations.  Likewise, the state of Spira’s soul (whether 
elated or dejected) is articulated in the terminology of somatic feeling.  This convergence 
of healthful and harmful associations threatens always to be an uneasy mixture.  This 
version of the story implies that sensual and spiritual domains should be kept in a 
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hierarchical relationship.  The senses should conform to the dictates of the higher 
faculties.  Spira’s weakness in this area suggests just how difficult—even intolerable—
such maintenance could be in actual practice.  Nonetheless, Gribaldi’s account indicates 
that Spira’s problems stem from a special personal flaw.  He cannot properly order his 
bodily economy.  He is weak in a way that others should endeavor to avoid.  
In order to have the gravity Gribaldi sees in it, Spira’s apostasy must register as 
elective betrayal of a gratuitous gift of divine love.  Therefore, Gribaldi is at pains to 
establish early on the depth and authenticity of Spira’s initial convictions.  The 
“unpardonable” sin “against the holy ghost” precipitating Spira’s incurable despair 
depends upon his having once had feelings of intimacy with God’s Grace.  According to 
Gribaldi, Spira loved Christ and felt loved by Christ prior to his interview the Catholic 
authorities.  As Gribaldi recalls, “tasting in the meane season in his hart, with much 
quietnesse, pleasure, and comfort, the giftes of the holy Ghoste … [Spira] had the fruition 
and pleasure of Christe.”8  In particular, Spira’s bond with Christ is predominantly 
sensual (its manifestation occurs through the organs of physical and emotional sense).  
Spira’s “aboundaunt knowledge” of Christ comes in the form of palatable “fruition and 
pleasure.”  Furthermore, this knowledge is described in a way—“tasting in the heart”—
that associates the heart, the organ thought to be the physical locus of the passions, with 
the tongue, the organ responsible for interpreting the sense properties of things taken into 
the mouth as well as for producing utterance.   
These sensual correspondences are implicit in the Hippocratic concept of pneuma.  
Originally hypothesized by classical medical writers as a rarified form of air that carried 
                                                
8 Matthew Gribaldi, A  notable and mavailous epistle of the famous Doctor, Mathewe Gribalde, trans. 
Edward Aglionbi (London: 1550), sig. Avii.v.-r. 
            
 61 
sense data through the body, pneuma’s Latin synonym is spirit.  Both terms assume a 
correlation between human breath, sensation, and the supreme material of the cosmos.  
“For most ancient theorists,” Dale Martin explains, “pneuma is a kind of ‘stuff’ that is the 
agent of perception, motion, and life itself; it pervades other forms of stuff and, together 
with those other forms, constitutes the self.”9  Pauline discourse viewed membership in 
the Christian Church, the Corpus Mysticum, as a pneumatic union: a mingling of the 
pneumatic “stuff” of Christ and his devotees.  In Spira’s case, union with Christ is 
indicated by the pneumatic conveyance of the fruits of the Holy Spirit (through “tasting,” 
as alluded to above) to the affective and spiritual command center (the heart).  
Unfortunately, for Spira, the pneumatic partnership has been terminated.  Spira’s 
devotion is based on abundant knowledge of Christ—even, it would seem, on an “inward 
testimony of the spirit to the truth of the Word” which Calvin claimed as the unique 
inheritance of the regenerate.  Nevertheless, as his apostasy is taken to demonstrate, his 
devotion is nonetheless partial and unsuited to enduring the hardships of Christian 
experience.   
Overwhelmed with guilt, Spira discerns that he cannot look for mercy because he 
has sinned against the Holy Ghost.  The scriptural backing for this opinion is found in 
Hebrews 6:4-8: 
it is impossible to restore again to repentance those who 
have once been enlightened, and have tasted the heavenly 
gift, and have shared in the Holy Spirit, and have tasted the 
goodness of the word of God and the powers of the age to 
come, and then have fallen away, since on their own they 
are crucifying again the Son of God and are holding him up 
to contempt.  Ground that drinks up the rain falling on it 
                                                
9 Dale B. Martin, The Corinthian Body (New Haven, Yale UP, 1995), p. 21. 
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repeatedly, and that produces a crop useful to those for 
whom it is cultivated, receives a blessing from God.  But if 
it produces thorns and thistles, it is worthless and on the 
verge of being cursed; its end is to be burned over.10   
 
Like the Roman sect named after Novatian, a third-century presbyter, anti-Nicodemite 
theology favored this scriptural indication that devotional inconsistency broke the 
covenant of faith in a permanent way and “cursed” (or polluted) the devotee.  Spira seems 
to share a “Novatian” attachment to Hebrews 6:4-8, although it is not clear from Gribaldi 
how he came to see things in this way.  Following his recantation, Spira’s body reacts 
violently.  He suffers from anxiety and confusion in his actions, feels his prayers are 
ineffectual, and imagines that he is in a worse estate than death.     
Although the Gribaldi account suggests that bodily weakness is deeply implicated 
in Spira’s surrender, it also presents bodily rebellion as an agent of God’s wrath 
concerning this surrender.   According to Gribaldi, as soon as Spira was summoned by 
the Papal Legate he began to be chastised and prevailed upon by:  
the spirit of god … and the pricke of conscience provokyng 
him to repentaunce, and counsailing hym alwaies not to go 
too abjure: but rather to forsake wife, chyldren, and the 
whole world, yea, and to suffre present death rather then to 
abjure and recant the truth whiche he knew.11  
 
Gribaldi imagines Spira’s conscience in quite material terms, as a “prick,” suggesting that 
the corrective impulses within him function at the level of physical sensation.  The “prick 
of conscience” is, of course, a pervasive medieval conceit.  Nevertheless, its reliance on 
an image of literal, physiological perturbation should not be overlooked.  Even as Spira is 
                                                
10 NRSV 
11 Ibid., sig. Aviii.v.-r. 
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shown to be capable of proper impulses, his attachment to wife and children is portrayed 
as a source of rebellion against God’s will.  Regarding Spira’s initial recantation, the 
Spirit warns that “frailness of the flesh hath moved the to this.”  Paternalistic expression 
of love—praiseworthy under most other circumstances in Reformed life—is an example 
of love’s abuse in Spira.  As Gribaldi reports, “his herte being hardened, he decreed with 
hymselfe, to preferre hys wyfe, children, offices, promotions & temporall goodes, before 
thee truthe whiche he knewe.”12  Love for family becomes identical with desire for status 
and wealth.  Furthermore, by allowing himself to have hostages to fortune (that is, by 
feeling emotional attachment to people and things in the phenomenal world), Spira 
demonstrates a terminal case of “frailness of the flesh.”    
Interestingly, the term “pricking” which is applied as a descriptive epithet to 
Spira’s conscience is used in its verbal form to describe the action taken by the enemies 
who informed on Spira: “throughe the pryckynge forwarde of hys enemyes, [he was] 
summoned tappeare at Venys.”13  Between Spira’s first recantation in Venice and the 
second in his hometown of Citadella, the prick of conscience injures his sensibility in 
hopes of turning him away from further pollution.  His subjective struggle, in other 
words, is described as an invasion and violent pushing back and forth by real agents that 
are strangely part of him and also strangely independent.  Clearly, affection—the stuff of 
worldly feeling—cannot be divided cleanly from more elevated rational or spiritual stuff, 
even in this quasi-Stoic context. 
 Gribaldi claims that the immediate result of Spira’s second recantation was that 
“Christ departed from hym, & the most swete peace of Christe.  And in theyr place came 
                                                
12 Ibid., sig. Bi.v. 
13 Ibid., sig. Avii.r. 
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death, Sathan, horroure, feare, confusion, and dyspayre.”14  Significantly, the elements 
and events of Spira’s soul are described as material things that take up space and produce 
powerful positive and negative feelings in his body.  The “swete” stuff of Christ’s 
presence is replaced, not just metaphorically but literally, by the frightening and 
saddening stuff of Satan’s.  Fittingly, it is Spira’s body which reacts to the exchange.  
“And so [he] lay downe in his bed without any fever,” Gribaldi writes, “leasing al the use 
of his body, except his speache: neither desiring, nor eatinge any thyng, neyther 
digestyinge that whyche was put intoo hym by force, not voydinge any thinge, but onely 
drinkyng, & troubled with an unsacyable thirste.”15  In An Elizabethan Lawyer’s 
Possession by the Devil, Elizabeth Sands recounts the similar paralysis of Robert Brigges, 
who suffers bouts of complete sensory incapacitation under Satan’s control.  Sands 
interprets this element of Brigges’ predicament, particularly Satan’s prevention of 
Brigges’ speech, as a demonstration of the degree to which Reformation culture revered 
the faculties for articulating and receiving the Word of God.  Satan thus strives to 
maintain his control over Brigges’ body by blocking sites of ingress and egress through 
which the Word might travel.  Much like Brigges, Spira is deprived of his senses in a 
bodily response that may be variously construed as a punishment for sensual errancy and 
also as an inhibition of the senses’ potential as instruments for the realignment or 
cleansing of the affections.16  He retains the power of speech only, it seems, as a means of 
compounding his distress, not of relieving it.             
                                                
14 Ibid., sig. Bii.r. 
15 Ibid., sig. Biii.v. 
16 Elizabeth Sands, An Elizabethan Lawyer’s Possession by the Devil (Westport: Praeger, 2002). 
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 Calvin’s prologue to Gribaldi’s collation of the accounts demonstrates a version 
of this ambivalence towards sensation, affection (non-rational motivation), and 
soteriology: 
This wretched Spera (whether he was enticed by flattrie, or 
constrained by feare, to forsweare Gods veritie which he 
had confessed) as a notable example, that the confession of 
godly & wholesome doctrine … is not a little esteemed 
before the iudgment seate of god.  For assone as he suffered 
hymself to bee led a waie to this false simulation and 
saiying (as the reprobate cease not to commit one mischief 
vpon an other) he fell into many trappes, and entangled 
himself in many snares of desperation, till at length through 
his dotyng phantasies, striuyng in vaine (as beastes that ar 
caught in snares) he strangled himself.17 
 
Spira’s miseries were to be understood as just retribution from God for wavering in his 
convictions.  The immediate causes for his apostasy—his emotional vulnerabilities, 
whether prideful or cowardly self-concern (“enticed by flattrie” or “constrained by 
feare”)—deserved opprobrium rather than sympathy and were not to be taken seriously as 
a reasonable reaction to his situation.  Ultimately, Spira’s destruction was a “notable 
example” to others who would confess “godly & wholesome doctrine” and who wished 
to avoid the “snares of desperation.”  Calvin drove this point home again in closing his 
preface: “The lorde Iesus establishe our heartes in the right and pure faithe of his gospel, 
and kepe our tongues in steadfast confession of hym.”18  Here Calvin describes the proper 
pneumatic relationship between the heart and tongue: in the unpolluted subject, right and 
pure faith inheres to the cardiac command center and demonstrates itself externally 
through the loyal muscular performance of the tongue in “steadfast confession.”  
                                                
17 John Calvin, preface, A Notable and Marveilous Epistle by Matthew Gribalde (London, 1550), sig. Av.v.  
Italics mine. 
18 Ibid. 
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Hesitation in this delivery system was something to be feared, and apparently this is 
Spira’s problem.  It is not Spira’s only problem, however.  Calvin also identifies him as 
reprobate.  Thus, the remedy Calvin proposes to Gribaldi’s readers could not have been 
accessible to Spira.  Also significant, though not surprising, is the way this remedy 
excludes human agency.  The proper alignment of “our heartes” and “our tongues” must 
be established by “The lorde Iesus.”  Our organs and faculties are only the objects of this 
agency.     
 Calvin, we should recall, was ambivalent in his attitude towards the emotions.  All 
things being equal, he championed the heart as the vulnerable part of the creature that 
could be awakened by Scripture and bring the saint into grace.  In the midst of sectarian 
controversy, however, Calvin treated the heart’s tenderness as a liability.  The senses and 
feelings—neutral or even positive under other circumstances—could only be motives to 
misbehavior in Spira.  Calvin, like St. Paul, was intensely anxious about the threat of 
corruption to the mystical body of Christ.  “[Calvin] abominated ‘mixture,’” which, 
according to William J. Bouwsma, was “one of the most pejorative terms in his 
vocabulary”: 
mixture in any area of experience suggested to him disorder 
and unintelligibility.  He had absorbed deeply not only the 
traditional concern for cosmic purity of a culture that had 
restricted mixture to the sublunary realm but also various 
Old Testament prohibitions.  Mixture, for Calvin, connoted 
‘adulteration’ or ‘promiscuity,’ but it also set off in him 
deep emotional and metaphysical reverberations.19 
 
Calvin was particularly critical of Roman Catholicism’s mixing of human and divine 
order.  As Bouwsma reports, for Calvin “the doctrines of Rome were ‘stinking 
                                                
19 William J. Bouwsma, Calvin: A Sixteenth Century Portrait (New York: Oxford UP, 1988), pp. 34-35. 
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excrement,’ [and] the Nicodemites had ‘polluted themselves with all the filthy things of 
the papacy.’”20  Because Spira’s feelings and senses are penetrated by what Calvin calls 
the “hoorish intisement & … tyrannicall threatenynges of the Legate of Rome,” they have 
become “hoorish” and “tyrannicall” themselves.21  Calvin’s stance on Spira’s tragedy 
demonstrates the attraction Stoic attitudes held for him when feeling interfered with 
reform.  Under such circumstances, emotions generally unrelated to erotic desire (fear of 
death and paternalistic concern for one’s family, in particular) were disruptive to the 
hierarchical balance in a way basically identical to the hotter erotic passions.  Thus, 
Calvin was able simultaneously to view Spira’s mixed feelings as a symptom of personal 
weakness, of God’s wrath, and of attack by a malicious alien force.  As a polluted body, 
Spira could be contagious for the people with whom he had contact and thus a danger to 
the social body to which they all belonged. 
 Calvin regarded all sin as the fundamental source of confusion and disharmony in 
the world.  As Bouwsma puts it, “[s]in … is frightful [to Calvin] largely because it gives 
rise to chaos.”22  Calvin’s view of sin is thus a theological rendering of the Hellenistic 
phantasiai (appearance or suggestion) feared by medico-moralists like Thomas Wright 
for their tendency to corrupt proper feeling, judgment, and action.  The symptoms of 
Spira’s despair, as I have already noted, are almost exclusively confined to the confusion 
of his senses.  The data of the phenomenal world—already turbulent in the extreme 
according to the “healthy” Calvinist worldview—become literally paralyzing for the 
polluted Spira.  First, he balks under Roman Catholic pressure, unable to keep a 
                                                
20 Bouwsma, Calvin, p. 36. 
21 Calvin, preface, sig. Aiiii.v. 
22 Bouwsma, Calvin, 34. 
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“steadfast confession” of the “truth which he knew” through “tasting in the hearte.”  In 
turn, this confusion leads to a kind of chronic and debilitating synesthesia.  As Spira 
himself reports, his body and its stimulations turn against him once he has  
recanted: “whatsoever I speake, heare, see, tast, or feele: all tis turned unto my confusion 
and curse.”23  Spira has made enemies of his senses by allowing them to be permeated by 
improper data—an implication borne out further by his attempted later act of ultimate 
bodily self-abuse (contrary to Calvin’s commentary on Spira, he did not actually kill 
himself but died of starvation).   
 The superficial lesson here is that hesitation or ambivalence connotes weakness, 
which is as bad as—if not the same as—commitment to pleasure. Furthermore, it can 
only bring pleasure’s opposite.  As Kenneth Burke observes in relation to St. Augustine’s 
similar struggles: 
while he is subjected to God, the things that God created 
are subjected to him; by serving God he acquires dominion 
over the body; if he resists God, even inferior things 
become placed above him, to press upon him, leaving him 
no room to breathe.24 
 
Augustine feels suffocated by his own body even as he indulges in the love of worldly 
pleasure, which he describes as the love of “perishing.”  Spira suffers comparable bodily 
rebellion in the midst of his despair and as a consequence of forswear[ing] God’s 
“verity.”  Unlike Augustine, of course, Spira experiences this as a chronic and terminal 
condition.  It cannot culminate in cathartic, epiphanic release, but only in an increasing 
constriction of the “spirit” by the “flesh.”  When he is finally compelled by his attendants 
                                                
23 Gribaldi, sig. Di.v. 
24 Kenneth Burke, The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1961), p. 90.    
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to pray for forgiveness, he finds the organs of his speech have been divorced from the 
operations of his heart: “I have said it with my mouthe, but my herte is cleane from it.  
God hath taken all his grace from me.  My heart is utterly hardened.”25  The soft core of 
Spira’s person has been separated from the rest of his being by a physical boundary 
(hardness) established by reprobation.  It is as if a sacred and indissoluble “foreign body” 
exists between the core faculty crucial for his regeneration and its somatic lieutenants.  
Both porous and impregnable at once, Spira’s body and being are in chaos.   
Like the speaker in the beginning of George Herbert’s “Affliction (I),” Spira’s 
heart has been captivated, or “enticed” (1), by the initial “milk and sweetness” (19) of 
God’s love only to be unpleasantly surprised by woes which God’s love exacerbates 
rather than assuages.  Whereas Herbert’s speaker only threatens to “go seek / Some other 
master out” (63-64), however, Spira has actually surrendered to Roman Catholic 
masters—essentially, the agents of Antichrist—and to the influence of temporal comforts.  
Nevertheless, as soon as he betrays Christ, he is caught in the paradox implied by the 
final couplet of “Affliction (I)”: “Ah my deare God! though I am clean forgot, / Let me 
not love thee, if I love thee not” (65-66).  In the context of Herbert’s poem, this apparent 
tautology opens out into a formal illustration of the emotional vexations inherent to 
predestinarian theology.  As Michael Schoenfeldt points out, the second half of the last 
line echoes 1 Corinthians 16:22: “If any man love not the Lord Jesus Christ, let him be 
Anathema Maranatha.”  This nomination (“Anathema”) is generally translated as 
“cursed,” but it also means “polluted” and is Paul’s way of designating a member of the 
Corinthian church who must be purged in order to protect the body of Christ from further 
                                                
25 Gribaldi, sig. Bvi.v.-r. 
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contamination.  Schoenfeldt takes the Pauline resemblance to indicate a fusion of 
submission and opposition in the speaker along with an attending mixture of hope and 
fear.  More dramatically, the proposition that the speaker might not love God “posits a 
human ontology separate from divine will” even as the supplicatory let-clause “entails an 
ontology of complete dependence upon God.”26  I want to emphasize the brazen erasure 
proposed by the repetition of the negating term “not” in combination with the ontological 
ambiguity of “I am clean forgot.”  As Ilona Bell argues, in the absence of a clear agent, 
this phrase may be taken to mean “though I have been completely forgotten and betrayed 
by you.”27  It could likewise mean “though I have been completely forgotten by you 
because of my betrayal of you.”  Either way, Herbert’s speaker may be imagining—if 
only momentarily—a state of non-being.  In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the 
idea of true autonomy was unlikely enough, but the idea of “nothing” was intolerable.  
Nevertheless, exile from God’s grace could feel like a void, and division from the heart 
(the cardiac command center of pneumatic systems) would be very literally a living 
death.     
Formally, Herbert’s crowded not’s enact this ambiguity via the symbolic negative.  
As Kenneth Burke argues, only positives exist in nature, “every natural condition being 
positively what it is.”  Thus, one cannot imagine “nothing” except by rendering it 
symbolically: by striking through a positive proposition with another contrary 
proposition.28  Herbert’s let-clause and if-clause reflect a mixture of hortatory and 
deliberative language in a structure reminiscent of Latin subjunctive verbs of fearing.  
                                                
26 Michael Schoenfeldt, Prayer and Power: George Herbert and Renaissance Courtship  (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1991), p. 76. 
27 Ilona Bell, “Revision and Revelation in Herbert’s ‘Affliction (I),’” John Donne Journal 3.1 (1984): 89. 
28 Kenneth Burke, The Rhetoric of Religion, pp. 19-22.  
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Rather than expressing passive concern, for example, a Latin phrase like time one accidat 
should be translated as a statement of anxiety which includes an attempt to prevent the 
object of worry: “I fear, let it not happen.”  Herbert’s speaker has no control over God’s 
enticements or his rejections but feels that they determine his own state-of-being.  By 
doubly canceling the idea of not loving God, the speaker at once makes the idea of 
nothing tangible and strives to seize control of the idea by means of the image (or the 
signified by means of the signifier).  He wields the “not” as a mark of his own visible 
presence and of his positive love for God.  Unfortunately, the double negative is 
uncontainably slippery and can reverse or intensify the idea of the negative.  It therefore 
epitomizes the flux inherent to the Reformation subject’s will-to-salvation.  This flux has 
dire implications for Spira: “my herte is full of hatred, cursing & blasphemy.  I beleve 
and fele that god is agaynst me.”29  Worse than living death, for Spira, simultaneously 
loving God and loving him not is a living hell.   
As textual apparatus, Calvin’s prologue to the Gribaldi Spira does a great deal of 
work to establish an official position on the reprobated state of Spira’s soul and on direct 
correspondence between Spira’s reprobation, his emotional frailty, and his apostasy.  
Besides pronouncing Spira damned, Calvin’s prologue confers authority on Gribaldi’s 
anti-Nicodemite evaluation of Spira’s case.  In effect, it tells one how to read Spira’s 
despair.  This is necessary in part because Gribaldi’s voice in the text has a double 
valence.  On one hand, Gribaldi exists in the text as a pre-conversion character of 
consolation.  He exhorts Spira to take comfort in the magnitude of God’s mercy, for 
example: “Then dyd I dyrect my communication towardes hym ... yf all the synnes of the 
                                                
29 Gribaldi, sig. Bvi.r. 
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worlde were in one man: yet could they not be compared to the smallest sparke of the 
mercy of god.”30  After Spira is compelled to say the Lord’s Prayer, Gribaldi-the-
character finds good reason for hope in Spira’s performance and reminds him that one 
cannot judge his own spiritual state: 
when I beheld both the teares, the repentauce & contrition 
of the man: I sayde.  Master Frauncis, the blessed god be 
praysed.  Now are not these the tokens of utter refusing or 
castynge awaye.  You mourne, ye call for the favoure of 
God wyth earneste desyre.  Doo not utterly despayre of his 
pardon and saye not wyth a desperate mynde, that god is 
against you and that ye beleve that ye wer reprobate and 
refused from the begynnynge.  For noo man can knowe, as 
long as he is in this mortall life, whether he be worthy the 
hatred or love of God.31 
 
Gribaldi is also the post-conversion narratorial screen, however.  Gribaldi-the-narrator 
speaks with the presumed epistemological advantage of hindsight.  The presence of 
Calvin’s prologue helps confirm Gribaldi-the-narrator’s conviction that Spira is 
ultimately correct about the reprobated state of his own soul.  The gap between Gribaldi-
the-character and Gribaldi-the-narrator in this case is the gap of a conversion.  
Significantly, this is not just a conversion to Protestantism but to the Anti-Nicodemite 
point-of-view within it—to the set of concerns about pollution, including the 
condemnation of the improper “weakness” of passionate attachment.   Spira’s attempted 
suicide is the point in the narrative where this conversion is most fully realized.  The 
failed attempt passes, for Gribaldi, as the same order of evidence successful suicide 
would have represented; despair unto death indicates that Spira’s claims of knowing 
himself damned must be reliable.  From this position, the more accomodationist attitudes 
                                                
30 Gribaldi, sigs. Biiii.r.-Bv.v. 
31 Ibid., sigs. Ci.r.-Cii.v. 
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of Gribaldi-as-character are dismissible as the naïve misconceptions of his as-yet-
unconverted state. 
 Formally, Calvin’s preface also hints at some discomfort over logical and 
theological impasses Gribaldi’s tale brings front and center.  First of all, according to the 
Pauline logic of pneumatic pollution, only an insider (a member of the Corpus Mysticum) 
can betray Christ.  Paul is not concerned with the sins of the unconverted gentiles unless 
they breach the boundaries of the Church.  According to the doctrine of double 
predestination as articulated by Calvin, true membership has been pre-determined by God 
(as has exclusion from membership).  Logically speaking, Spira cannot have joined the 
Corpus Mysticum and also be reprobate.  According to this reasoning, Spira’s 
physiological experience of the Holy Spirit could only be attributable to what Calvin 
called “temporary faith,” a condition that functioned strictly to intensify the grief of the 
reprobate without granting access to Christ.  If he could never have been a true member 
of Christ’s body then—according to Pauline scriptural authority, at least—he could not 
have threatened the body of Christ.  At a fundamental level, Spira’s ordeal opens 
questions about the soundness of a religio-ethical model that prescribes action but denies 
the efficacy of human agency.  Clearly, Spira is meant to be a negative example, but how 
is his example supposed to work?  It stands to reason that an audience of the elect would 
have little to learn from a member of the condemned.  Those predestined to salvation—
and saved by faith alone, for that matter—should not need to be counseled to do or not do 
anything, or so it might seem.  The mainstream of Reformation theology, however, 
shared Calvin’s view that faith initiated a state of freedom which sin-sick human 
creatures (even those elected to salvation) were inclined to abuse.  With the aid of 
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conscience, the godly could be expected to make the right choices when necessary.  A 
story like Spira’s could be construed as a rhetorical medium for correcting dangerous 
temptations among the godly. 
 As the debate between Spira and a young scholar in the Gribaldi account shows, 
the gift of faith does demand action.  When Spira warns his audience not to “sette too 
muche by youre fayth: but that alsoo yee woulde do good workes,” he is not revealing 
attachment to Roman Catholic tradition.32  Although the young scholar is scandalized by 
what he takes to be an endorsement of “Outwarde righteousness,” Spira is actually 
drawing on a common Evangelical concern over the potential confusion of the liberty of 
the gospel with the liberty of the flesh (not “the body,” as such, but rather the natural 
will).  In his Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, Martin Luther stresses 
this very danger and describes the necessary measures for preventing the problem: 
if faith is preached, as it must be preached, the majority of 
men understand the teaching about faith in a fleshly way 
and transform the freedom of the spirit into the freedom of 
the flesh. … As we have said, therefore, the apostle 
imposes an obligation on Christians through this law about 
mutual love in order to keep them from abusing their 
freedom.  Therefore the godly should remember that for the 
sake of Christ they are free in their conscience before God 
from the curse of the Law, from sin, and from death, but 
that according to the body they are bound; here each must 
serve the other through love, in accordance with this 
commandment of Paul.33 
 
Spira indicates that he did have faith: “I did beleve Christe was the Sacrifice that 
appeased Goddes wrathe towards us, and that it was he onely by whome wee dyd attayn 
                                                
32 Gribaldi, sigs. Cv.r-Cvi.v. 
33 Martin Luther, Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, The Writings of St. Paul ed. Wayne 
Meeks (New York: Norton, 1972), pp. 249-250. 
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salvation and righteousness.”34  Nevertheless, he also claims he lacked the gift of true 
charity and thus abused the liberty of faith as an “unlefull lycence to synne.”35  Spira’s 
chief sin, of course, is the unwillingness or inability to act on his faith through verbal 
witness.  Therefore, he has transgressed the law, as Luther puts it, binding the body—
specifically the law binding the tongue.  His sin is not hating God; the filling of his heart 
with “hatred” is a consequence of his initial weakness.  Because this hatred lacks a clear 
agent, it may be God’s hatred of Spira, Spira’s hatred of God, some more nebulous 
worldly wrath, or a combination of all three that fills his heart.  Nevertheless, illegal 
silence and hatred are ultimately yoked together as one sin in Spira’s assessment of his 
plight.  Gribaldi makes no effort to distinguish them.   
 
III.  Conflicts Re: Conflicts of Conscience:  Some Charitable Revisions. 
As the rest of this chapter will demonstrate, later authors like Nathaniel Woodes 
and Nathaniel Bacon are reluctant to pass judgment on the ultimate state of Spira’s soul.  
This is significant because their adherence to the principle that God’s judgments are 
unknowable belongs to a very different model of soteriological epistemology from that of 
anti-Nicodemite Calvinism.  In contrast to the latter’s stress on the prevention of 
pollution and the maintenance of clear boundary distinctions, these more experimental 
Calvinists ultimately take a generous stance towards the effects of uncertainty.  They are 
less concerned about mixture.  Instead, they assume the presence of dangerous influences 
is inevitable and begin exploring ways in which its handling corresponds to the 
promotion of soteriological well-being. 
                                                
34 Gribaldi, sigs. Cv.v.-r. 
35 Ibid., C.v.r. 
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The accommodations of Gribaldi-the-character (“noo man can knowe … whether 
he be worthy the hatred or love of God”) are the bedrock assumptions of Woodes and 
Bacon, and they correspond closely with the terms in which Hugh Latimer (himself a 
Protestant martyr-in-the-making) challenged presumptions to know Spira’s soteriological 
fate.  Contrary to anti-Nicodemite insistence that sins against the Holy Spirit constituted 
an irremediable rejection of the gifts of grace, Latimer and Spira’s bedside counselors 
(including Gribaldi-the-character) felt that God’s mercy towards his creatures was greater 
than the human capacity for sin.  The basis for their position lay in the scriptural 
precedents for infidelity and redemption set by David and Peter.  Even more 
fundamentally, their stance was grounded in Paul’s subordination of the law to the idea of 
love.  Having conceded that Spira “sinned the sin against the Holy Ghost,” Latimer goes 
on in his sixth sermon on the Lord’s Prayer to “shew… a remedy,” which is repentance.36   
Latimer judged the Novatian/anti-Nicodemite opinion “erroneous and wicked,” arguing 
that “if it should be so, there should nobody be saved.”37  The Pauline basis for his stance 
is found in Romans 11:23-24: 
And even the others, if they do not persist in their unbelief, 
will be grafted in for God has the power to graft them in 
again.  For if you have been cut from what is by nature a 
wild olive tree, and grafted, contrary to nature, into a 
cultivated olive tree, how much more will these natural 
branches be grafted back into their own olive tree. 
 
Latimer’s “remedy” of repentance openly avows human volition in the operations of 
spirit, heart, and tongue that Calvin’s preface grammatically precludes.  It should be 
recalled that Foxe would ultimately take a related position in his famous A Sermon of 
                                                
36 Hugh Latimer, The Works, ed. George Elwes Corrie, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), p. 425. 
37 Ibid. 
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Christ Crucified, stressing in particular the way human weakness magnifies Christ’s 
superlegal power and subsequently humankind’s insurmountable debt to that power.  In 
other words, Latimer and Foxe, ultimately, allow additional room for human recuperative 
agency in the love relation with Christ which Calvin seems, at least in his anti-
Nicodemite propaganda, to deny. 
In the spirit of Latimer’s flexibility here, the soteriological assumptions of 
Calvinist literary practitioners and theologians near the end of the sixteenth century began 
to undergo a shift in emphasis.  This shift can be attributed, at least in part, to changes in 
political circumstance.  Increasing tolerance towards and even serious interest in 
“inappropriate” religious feeling were made possible in large part because the most 
pressing threats of the early reformation had begun to abate.  Late-Tudor and early-Stuart 
casuists focused more intently than their early Tudor precursors on affective phenomena 
as a unique domain of the human personality.  It may be argued this was not only made 
possible but necessary by the cooling political climate.  As moderate protestant sentiment 
established some political security, the popularity of scrutinizing the subject’s inner 
world seems to have gained popularity in proportion to progressive Protestantism’s 
shrinking influence in the political hierarchy.  As Diarmaid MacCulloch reports, “English 
Puritans were both contained and influential within the Elizabethan and early Stuart 
Church.”38  This mixture of “containment” and “influence” manifested itself most 
powerfully as a vocal subculture preoccupied with cultivating and maintaining a model of 
individual, devotional subjectivity. 
                                                
38 Diarmaid MacCulloch, Reformation: Europe’s House Divided 1490-1700  (London: Allen Lane, 2003) 
pp. 390-1. 
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 Commentators as diverse as Richard Hooker, Arthur Dent, and William Perkins 
made it clear that emotional struggle was an inevitable feature of genuine religious 
experience.  They stressed equally clearly, on the other hand, that such struggles would 
bear remarkable resemblance to blasphemy and despair.  Hooker claimed, for example, 
that all Christians were prone to powerful doubts, even to the temporary “hatred of God 
and all godliness.”39  Dent insisted Christians who felt calm about their place in God’s 
high esteem were probably doomed.  Thus, these thinkers promoted a kind of “wisdom of 
insecurity” when it came to questions of religious emotion.  Patrick Collinson has 
challenged William H. Haller’s famous account of the distinction between sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century emotional scripts by demonstrating the degree to which the 
confessional diaries of the latter more often than not venerate a kind of apatheia he 
associates with Foxe’s Acts and Monuments.40  As my reading of Foxe in the previous 
chapter suggests, however, both the temptation to despair and more classically-inflected 
models of temperance can present themselves simultaneously in Acts and Monuments.  In 
this sense, the Spira story represents a continuity rather than a radical break between 
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century modes of piety.  Although it first emerged in the late 
1540s, its peculiarities—particularly its soteriological quandaries—made it a powerful 
intermediary narrative between what we might call the “high” hagiography of Foxe and 
the “low” hagiography of the confessional diary.   
                                                
39 Richard Hooker, Answer to the Supplication that Mr. Travers Made to the Council, in Works, p. 577, 
quoted in Peter Kaufman, Prayer, Despair, and Drama (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1996), p. 67. 
40 See Patrick Collinson, “‘A Magazine of Religious Patterns’ An Erasmian Topic Transposed in English 
Protestantism” in Godly People: Essays on English Protestantism and Puritanism (London: Hambledon 
Press, 1983), pp. 513-517. 
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Although Bacon’s version of the Spira story (1640) and Woodes’s stage 
adaptation (1581) retain most of the salient details present in Gribaldi’s portrayal, formal 
and hermeneutic interventions cast considerable doubt on the meaning of these details.  
Due to their emphasis on the virtue of suffering, especially, these two texts represent the 
differences between strength and weakness—and their proper use—as significantly 
complicated.  This stance is reinforced further by the unwillingness (or inability) of either 
author to identify despair as a reliable token of damnation.  In The Conflict of 
Conscience, Woodes represents Spira’s worldly attachments through an allegorical devil 
character named Sensual Suggestion, whose “glasse of worldly joyes” proves too 
powerful to resist.  Woodes’s Spira character, named Philologus, admits that he is loath 
“in this world to be counted abject: / My landes, wife and children also to neglect.”41  As 
Philologus’s struggle unfolds. however, his spiritual and affective investments are shown 
to be far from frivolous.  He is a serious man, concerned lest he “neglect” anything to 
which he is bound by love and duty.  Scrutinizing the name Philologus tells us much of 
the story.  The term literally means learned or literary and can be used in Latin as a 
substitute for “scholar.”  Taking an even closer look, however, we may wonder at the 
contextual meaning of the stem phil- (meaning love of) combined with logus (meaning 
the word).  Woodes shows Philologus to be a scholar and a lover of the Divine Word 
much as Gribaldi has done with his presentation of the pre-abjuration-Spira.  At the same 
time, Philologus’s abjuration makes it plausible to imagine these characteristics as 
dissimulations and his preaching as empty boasts; he may be in love not with the Word 
but rather with the sound of his own voice.  Thus, the name of Woodes’ Spira character 
                                                
41 Nathaniel Woodes, The Conflict of Conscience, ed. John S. Farmer (New York, AMS, 1970), sig. Fiiii. 
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contains the antimonies of devotion and hypocrisy.  It is hardly a felicitous accident that 
the meaning of Woodes’s The Conflict of Conscience, as published, is utterly reversed in 
an earlier textual instantiation.  In the fourteen-line “Nuntius” concluding the play’s 
original version, the “dolefull newes” is reported that Philologus “by deepe despaire hath 
hanged himself with coard.”  A second version altered the “Nuntius” to indicate the 
“joyfull newes” that Philologus “that would have hanged himself with coard, / Is nowe 
conuerted unto God.”42  This plurality of endings and the ambiguities inherent to 
Philologus’s name suggests that Woodes found matters of soteriology too mercurial to 
settle with enduring confidence.   
In the first act of The Conflict of Conscience, Mathetes asks Philologus why God 
lets his creature get into dire straits and Philologus cites ‘love’: 
Math: What is the cause, by your estimation: 
That God doth suffer, his people be in thrall; 
Yet helpe them so soone as they to him call. 
 
Phil: The chiefest thing, which might us cause or move 
With constant mindes, Christes crosse for to sustaine: 
Is to conceive of Heaven a faithfull love: 
Whereto we may not come, as Paul doth prove it plaine: 
Unlesse with Christ we suffer.     (sig. Biir.)  
 
Philologus could be referring here to any and all of numerous passages from Paul’s 
letters.  Sympathetic suffering by members of the Christian church is a significant part of 
the way Paul imagines Christian love.  Paul’s approach to affliction is to celebrate it as 
                                                
42 According to William A. Jackson, “Woodes’s Conflict of Conscience,” TLS (September 7, 1933): 592, 
the play exists in only one edition, that of 1581.  Copies of this edition exist in two states, however.  The 
later, but also more rare state, includes three reset leaves.  Among these resets is a cancelled final leaf in 
which the ending of the play is totally rewritten to acknowledge Philologus’s reconversion.  Celesta Wine 
reports, in “Nathaniel Wood’s Conflict of Conscience,” PMLA 50.3 (1935): 661-662, that there are no 
records indicating that the play was acted in public, although there are textual clues to indicate it was 
designed for the stage.   
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the signature of triumphant Christian subversiveness.  In a world where the Christian 
challenge to older status hierarchies was frequently met with violence and derision, Paul 
re-imagines the “weakness” of patient suffering as a test of one’s true strength.  In 2 
Corinthians 4:8-10, for example, Paul establishes the basic revisionary interpretation of 
difficulty, even unto death, as an essential groundwork for true life.  In this reading, 
affliction is a necessary component of the bodily union of the Christian person with 
Christ:  
We are afflicted in every way, but not crushed; perplexed, 
but not driven to despair; persecuted, but not forsaken; 
struck down, but not destroyed; always carrying in the body 
the death of Jesus, so that the life of Jesus may also be 
manifested in our bodies. 
 
Life and death are mingled in Paul’s description of “our bodies” in such a way that 
Protestant readers could and did disagree about the precise nature of the sacrifice they 
were obliged to make.  In the beginning of The Conflict of Conscience, Philologus 
demonstrates his “knowledge” of Christ by identifying it with a sacrificial process in 
which God’s people must find “faithfull love” through the fog of thralldom.  As the play 
unfolds, this knowledge is tested in the extreme.  Philologus will be enthralled in very 
literal terms by Sensual Suggestion, whose special mirror (the “glasse of worldly joyes”) 
distracts him from the summons to martyrdom.  As a result, Philologus will buckle under 
inquisition and despair of his salvation much as Spira does.  Still, Philologus’s early 
reference to remedial suffering sets up tonal differences in The Conflict of Conscience, 
which—despite their subtlety—have significant ramifications for our understanding of 
changing attitudes towards the Spira story and towards religious, affective distress in 
general.  Ultimately, the nature of faith, commitment, and sacrifice are revised to 
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accommodate Woodes’s and Bacon’s respect for the benefits of internal, subjective 
suffering.  Among these benefits is a kind of moral agency officially denied by 
predestinarian doctrine.     
In 2 Corinthians 6:4-10, Paul again addresses himself to the humiliations facing 
members of the Christian cult and willfully blurs the categories of passivity, weakness, 
action, and strength: 
as servants of God we commend ourselves in every way: 
through great endurance, in afflictions, hardships, 
calamities, beatings imprisonments, tumults, labors, 
watching, hunger; by purity, knowledge, forbearance, 
kindness, the Holy Spirit, genuine love, truthful speech, and 
the power of God; with the weapons of righteousness for 
the right hand and for the left; in honor and dishonor, in ill 
repute and good repute.  We are treated as impostors, and 
yet are true; as unknown, and yet well known; as dying, 
and behold we live; as punished, and yet not killed; as 
sorrowful, yet always rejoicing; as poor, yet making many 
rich; as having nothing, and yet possessing everything. 
 
Paul mingles his description of the passive endurance of every imaginable indignity with 
active practice of Christian ethics and then folds the two into the idea of “the weapons of 
righteousness.”  This maneuver is such a familiar part of Christian rhetoric that its 
contrariness is easy to overlook.  Gribaldi does just this.  Imagining Spira’s infidelity 
chiefly in terms of pollution (porneia) caused by weakness (astheneia) is to take Paul at 
his most defensive.  It ignores Paul’s talent for perversity and socially progressive 
thinking altogether.  Woodes and Bacon, however, give at least equal attention to the 
strength of Spira’s senses and passions.  In their depictions, he is no longer only the alien 
spectacle of God’s righteous indignation.  Rather, his struggle is characterized as a 
mixture of the affliction and purity Paul describes as common to Christian experience in 
general.  In the long view, this shift in emphasis reflects Spira’s transformation from the 
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heroic martyr’s sinister other to a type of what Paul calls, in Romans 12:1, “living 
sacrifice.”  This term itself is fraught with paradox, but the frictions it suggests are basic 
to the Protestant hagiography of the late-sixteenth century and beyond.  More often than 
not, the story of the pious life was a story of an affective state-of-emergency.  One did 
not prove his or her convictions by dying heroically so much as by enduring in what Peter 
Lake has described as a “gradually winning battle.”43   
 As he counsels Mathetes early in The Conflict of Conscience, Philologus is clearly 
imagining human existence as emotional ordeal, as a drawn out punishment and test.  
This view is derived directly from Paul.  In fact, Philologus’s description of the virtues of 
suffering is delivered in terms almost identical to Romans 5:3-5.  He affirms that God 
often punishes people for their own betterment: “For trouble brings forth pacience, from 
pacience doth insue Experience, from experience Hope, of health the ankor true.”44  Paul 
tells the Roman Christians to “rejoice” in this tempering process because the “hope” it 
produces is the trustworthy indicator that “God’s love has been poured into our hearts 
through the Holy Spirit.”  Essentially, the anti-Nicodemite version of Spira’s situation 
and the versions offered by Woodes and Bacon all share the quasi-Pauline view that 
affliction is a test.  Different styles of “strength” are being tested by the two models, 
however.  In Gribaldi, “strength” implies an utter insulation of oneself from the substance 
that is causing worldly affliction.  Successful endurance of the test depends on the 
prevention of pneumatic pollution and chaotic inner weather followed by the embrace of 
physical demolition.  In the model portrayed by Woodes and Bacon, “strength” and 
“weakness-that-is-really-strength” are harder to separate.  Successful endurance of the 
                                                
43 Peter Lake, Moderate Puritans and the Elizabethan Church (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1982), p. 163. 
44 Ibid., sig. Bii.r. 
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test involves letting the substance run its course and then emerging from the affliction 
changed for the better.  Modern medicine would call this “inoculation” (a term originally 
used to refer to the intentional grafting of one plant into another to produce a hybrid), but 
Philologus/Spira’s hybridizing process has the more esoteric implication of enhanced or 
deepened engagement with the sacred.  
By making Philologus’s desires and conscience into characters, Woodes gives 
external, semi-autonomous substance to motives and faculties the Gribaldi version 
alludes to more vaguely.  By clarifying their symbolic identification with Hellenistic 
phantasiai, Woodes establishes a quasi-Stoic critical distance from which the benefits 
and dangers of all influences can be scrutinized, regardless of what they call themselves.  
This literary strategy belongs to the medieval morality play tradition.  The fleshing out of 
Sensual Suggestion and Conscience in Conflict of Conscience in this case adds a level of 
instability to divisions Gribaldi would have quite clear cut.  Bacon’s account follows 
Woodes’s in its record of petitions by “the flesh” and “conscience” as direct discourse.  
Whereas Gribaldi has identified the forces of Spira’s volitional motives with his defective 
senses, the dramatization of these forces in Woodes’s play gives them their own voices 
and volitional agendas, making them less substantially and inextricably a part of Spira 
himself.  In the process, focus is shifted away from the dangers to the potential benefits of 
sensual vulnerability.  This state corresponds with the only trustworthy piece of 
“knowledge” available in the phenomenal world: all are cursed.  Accepting and 
identifying with this “fact” must be an extremely painful experience.  It has liberating 
potential, though, insofar as it facilitates a total acquiescence to social responsibility and 
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the abandonment of eudaimonistic motives.  This is a radical return the basic principle 
that faith (even faith-in extremis) offers hope to the damned.  
 Although conventional in many ways, the terms of Philologus’s surrender to 
Sensual Suggestion’s enticements have some potentially perverse implications.  In the 
fourth act, Philologus debates extensively with manifestations of worldly motives like 
Hypocrisy, Tyranny, and Avarice (aka Sensual Suggestion).  He ultimately finds that he 
is trapped in a painful double-bind: 
Avarice:   Ah maister Philologus, you see your owne case, 
That both life and goodes are in my Lords will, 
Therefore you were best to sue for some grace, 
And be content his wordes to fulfill: 
If you neglect this, hence straight way I wyll, 
And all your goodes I wyll sure confiscate, 
Then will you repent, it when it is too late. 
 
Phil:  My case indeed I see most miserable, 
As was Susanna betwixt two evils placed, 
Either to consent to sinne most abhominable: 
Or els in the worldes sight to be utterly disgraced: 
But as she her chastitie at that time imbraced, 
So will I now spirituall whordom resist, 
And keep mee a true Virgin to my loving spouse Christ.45 
 
While Philologus compares his own situation to that of Susanna from the Book of Daniel, 
Sensual Suggestions appeals to Philologus’s practical reason, initially identifying his 
problem as little more than a test of common sense.  Still full of conviction, Philologus is 
able to separate the lesser evil of disgrace in the “worldes sight” from the greater evil of 
“spirituall whordom” and choose the lesser.  The rejoinder from Avarice (Sensual 
Suggestion) complicates these terms, however: “Wilt thou then neglect the provision of 
thy household: / Thou art therefore worse than an Infydell is.”  Love and faith are 
                                                
45 Ibid., sig. Fii.v. 
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suddenly divided in ways that do not conform to simple oppositions between the sacred 
and secular.  Philologus initially stands his ground, accusing his inquisitors of distorting 
“the saying of Paule” but is ultimately disarmed by the accusation that his scruples 
represent not piety but self-indulgent obstinacy. 
 The “saying of Paule” in question is most likely a reference to Hebrews 12:15-17, 
where nonconformity and its consequences are compared to Esau and the squander of his 
birthright: 
See to it that no one fails to obtain the grace of God; that no 
root of bitterness springs up and causes trouble, and 
through it many become defiled.  See to it that no one 
becomes like Esau, an immoral and godless person, who 
sold his birthright for a single meal.  You know that later, 
when he wanted to inherit the blessing, he was rejected, for 
he found no chance to repent, even though he sought the 
blessing with tears. 
 
Like Hebrews 6:4-6, this passage warns against weakness, brandishing a legalism 
rejected by the rest of the Pauline canon.  Our knowledge that Hebrews was not written 
by Paul goes a long way towards explaining the inconsistency, but an early modern 
Christian would not have had this information.  As we have already seen, Hebrews 
offered anti-Nicodemism its strongest source of scriptural authority for condemning 
Evangelicals who shrank from the rigors of martyrdom or exile.  By stressing the 
limitations of repentance described in Hebrews, anti-Nicodemite exegesis was further 
obliged to deemphasize the revolutionarily capacious spirit of Paul’s letters more 
generally.  Philologus must be identifying the “root of bitterness” in 12:15 with Catholic 
conformity, as anti-Nicodemism would have.  He takes Avarice (Sensual Suggestion) to 
be mistakenly identifying the “root of bitterness” with the “trouble” caused by Reformed 
opinion.  
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 The most intolerable consequence of Philologus’s resistance to Roman Catholic 
authority is his family’s hazard.  Suddenly, the stakes of conformity/non-conformity 
extend beyond Philologus’s ability to endure suffering as a singular creature.  He must, 
instead, endure the suffering he has ostensibly brought on his wife and children as well as 
the knowledge that he could have prevented this suffering.  Sensual Suggestion claims 
Philologus’s wife has been driven to distraction and is on the verge of suicide: 
A certaine gentlewoman, did murmur, and mutter, 
And for greefe of minde, her hayre she did teare: 
Shee will at last kill her selfe, I greatly do feare.46 
 
This accusation finally prompts Philologus’s apostasy, admitted in the most affectively 
charged language of the play: “Alas alas, this pincheth my heart full sore, / Myne evills, 
myne owne wo, I do heare.”47  We are obliged to compare the affective-somatic 
implications of this expression with the epithet “pricking,” which Gribaldi attributes to 
Spira’s conscience.  Both expressions suggest a penetration of the subject’s core has 
taken place.  In both cases, the subject also goes on to feel powerful remorse.  The link is 
emphasized again between the tumultuous weather of the heart and the influence of the 
senses.  In this case, what the faculty of hearing admits into Philologus’s bodily 
constitution alters his attitude toward his religious scruples; we get the surprising 
assessment that, whereas he initially believed himself to “betwixt two evills placed,” he 
now attributes his wife’s hardships to “Myne evils.”  Conscience and its darker cousin, 
Horror of Mynde, will cause a further change or heart, leaving Philologus miserably 
confused.  
                                                
46 Ibid., sig. Fiii.v. 
47 Ibid., sig. Fiii.r. 
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Drawing on the Pauline epistles to the Galatians and the Romans, experimental 
divines of the late sixteenth century onward described the yoke of responsibility placed 
on humanity in terms of two distinct but complementary covenants.  In their view, the 
covenant of works was a thoroughly valid and binding set of conditions delivered to 
Moses in the form of the Law.  Human beings were obliged to do their best to live by the 
law, even though they could never fulfill its demands.  To this legal covenant was 
opposed the faith-based covenant of grace, which these divines associated with God’s 
covenant with Abraham in the Hebrew Bible.  For the elect, the agonizing experience of 
recognizing one’s limitations in the face of the law would, by design, propel her towards 
the free promise of Christ’s love.  Conversion was meant to be a painful but ultimately 
productive process on the order of that described by John Cotton: “God doth not call any 
into fellowship with himself in a Covenant of Grace, but ordinarily he first bringeth them 
into a Covenant of Works, and casteth them out of doors by a spirit of bondage and of 
burning, and then bringeth them in by the true door, and Jesus Christ is that door, Joh. 
10.9.”48  Although progressive divines sought to relieve the abstract anxieties of 
predestined reprobation, their practical theology went a long way towards pairing painful 
emotional states with pleasurable spiritual states.  Whether self-sacrificial work were 
performed in the physical or affective realm, its aim was the same: an intensifying of the 
sense of communion with God insulated from too much personal gratification.  As John 
Donne recommends in “The Crosse,” “Crosse / Your joy in crosses, else, ‘tis double 
                                                
48 John Cotton, The New Covenant (London, 1654), quoted in John Coolidge, The Pauline Renaissance in 
England (Oxford: Clarendon, 1970), p. 103. 
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losse. / And crosse thy senses, else, both they, and thou / Must perish soone.”49  
 When Philologus surrenders to Sensual Suggestion’s pressure, he essentially 
enters an illicit but unenforceable covenant.  Faced with a trial similar to Abraham’s 
near-sacrifice of Isaac, Philologus demonstrates (at least for the moment) that his fear of 
the law exceeds his faith in mercy.  Sensual Suggestion exploits this weakness further 
with the empty promise of “unspeakable pleasure” rendered in his mirror.  Philologus 
commits himself: 
I am full resolved without further demeanour, 
In these delights to take my whole solace, 
And what paine so ever hereby I incurre: 
Whether heaven or hell, whether Gods wrath or grace, 
This glasse of delight I will ever imbrace.50  
 
Philologus’s embrace of the “glasse of delight”—especially his promise of steadfast 
loyalty—appears to be an idolatrous gesture, more likely to incur hell and wrath than 
heaven and grace.  Certainly, the ensuing encounter between Philologus and Conscience 
initially seems to confirm this.  As the earlier citation from John Cotton shows, however, 
experimental theology anticipated and sanctioned failures of faith like the one Philologus 
experiences as an avenue to faith’s “true door,” Jesus Christ.  We should be cautious 
about jumping—along with Conscience and Horror of Mind—to align Philologus’s 
weakness in this instance with his doom.  The glass of delight to which Philologus swears 
allegiance is an unstable signifier.  Our understanding of the relationship between the 
mirror and Philologus’s soteriological state depends largely on our reading of the 
similarities between the characters who control the mirror: Sensual Suggestion, 
                                                
49 John Donne, “The Crosse,” The Poems of John Donne, ed. J. C. Grierson (London: Oxford UP, 1912), ll. 
41-44. 
50 Woodes, The Conflict of Conscience, sig. Gi.r. 
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Conscience, and Horror of Mind.  As Philologus’s internal state is turned from delight to 
horror, we should not forget that the primary instrument of persuasion is the same.  In a 
gesture that anticipates the wild shape shifting of Spenser’s Faerie Queen, the glass of 
delight mutates into the glass of horror, and as is often the case with Spenser’s mutations, 
it is not absolutely clear which shape is to be trusted.  Although Sensual Suggestion, 
Conscience, and Horror of Mind initially appear to be in opposition, all three have 
enough in common to suggest their influence may be equally dangerous and/or salutary.       
 The counsels of Conscience are specifically focused on the weakness of human 
sense and the improper mixture of “fancies” into the stuff of the heart: 
Such is the blindnesse of the flesh, that it may not descrie, 
Or see the perils which the Soule, is ready to incurre: 
And much the lesse, our owne estates, we can our selves espie: 
Because Suggestion in our hartes, such fancies often stirre: 
Whereby to worldly vanities, we cleave as fast as burre: 
Esteeming them with heavenly joyes, in goodnesse comparable, 
Yet be they mostly very prickes, to sinne abhomynable.51  
 
This account of the phenomenology of the senses and the passions closely resembles 
Dale Martin’s description of pollution as it is meant by Paul in Corinthians.  Conscience 
is insisting that the influence of external agents like Suggestion tends to disrupt the 
operation of human cognitive, affective, and volitional priorities.  According to 
Conscience, Suggestion has abused Philologus—at a material level—with false rhetoric.  
The “glasse of delight” has misrepresented “worldly vanities” as “heavenly joyes,” and 
neither Philologus’s senses nor his heart have been able to tell the difference.  Pricked on 
by these untrustworthy motives, Philologus has sinned.  Calvin’s anxiety regarding 
mixture is worth recalling here, as well as his association of mixture with impurity, 
                                                
51 Ibid., sig. Giii.r. 
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adulteration, and promiscuity.  Despite Philologus’s conviction to be like Susanna, 
embracing chastity and resisting “spiritual whoredom,” he has, in a sense, allowed 
himself to be penetrated by what Calvin described as the “hoorish intisement & … 
tyrannicall threatenynges of the Legate of Rome.” 
 His advice having gone unheeded, Conscience departs and makes way for Horror 
of Mind, who further elaborates on the proposition that the counsel of Sensual Suggestion 
has polluted Philologus: 
where thou hast extinguished, the holy Spirit of God, 
And made him wery with thy sinnes, which dayly thou hast done, 
He will no lenger in thy soule, and spirit make abode: 
But with the Graces, which he gave to thee, now is he gone, 
So that to Godwarde, by Christes death, rejoysing thou hast none.52 
 
Closely modeled on Gribaldi’s description of the evacuation of all good influences from 
Spira’s soul, Horror here takes a very materialistic view of Philologus’s spiritual 
constitution.  Hope, according to Horror, is literally fled along with the “holy Spirit of 
God,” which will no longer “make abode” in Philologus’s “spirit.”  The pneumatic 
relationship between Philologus and Christ, in other words, is permanently 
“extinguished” by Philologus’s sins.  As a corollary to this turn of events, Horror 
promises to turn Philologus’s errant senses against him:       
The Glasse likewise of vanities, which is thine onely joy 
I will transforme into the Glasse of deadly desperation, 
By looking in the which, thou shalt conceive a great annoy: 
Thus have I caught thee in thy pride, and brought thee to damnation: 
So that thou art a patterne true, of Gods just indignation.53 
 
                                                
52 Ibid., sig. Hii.r. 
53 Ibid. 
            
 92 
Whereas Gribaldi reports the arrival of “death, Sathan, horroure, feare, confusion, and 
dyspare” matter-of-factly, Horror takes a participatory interest in Philologus’s undoing.  
He claims that he will “transforme” the mirror from one of joy to one of desperation.  
Furthermore, he takes responsibility for having “caught” Philologus in his pride and 
“brought” him to damnation.  Horror’s self-identification with confusion and Satan is 
enough to make him a character of questionable authority.  Also, it is hard to reconcile 
his zealous “I caught thee … and brought thee” with the mere dispensation of God’s “just 
indignation.”  Lastly, it is significant to recall that one ending of the play contradicts the 
claims made by Horror of Mind, essentially making a liar of him.  We are obliged then to 
ask whether Philologus’s “sinne abhomynable” is really a bad thing at all, or whether it 
might not more properly be described as a goad to repentance.   
 Bacon’s version of the Spira story makes the similarities between the “good” and 
“bad” counselors fairly explicit.  The pricking back and forth described by Gribaldi here 
becomes: “terrours of God on the one side, and the terrour of this world on the other side 
… continually rack[ing] Spira.”54  This syntactic parallelism blurs the distinction between 
God and the world in relation to the human creature stuck between them.  Furthermore, 
much like Sensual Suggestion, Conscience, and Horror of Mind, Spira’s “Godly” and 
“worldly” tormentors both harass him with manipulative half-truths.  The “voice of the 
flesh” chides Spira, demanding “thou hast begotten children, wilt thou now cut their 
throats.” Conscience, a voice Spira “thought he heard” counters with “doest thou well in 
preferring wife and children before Christ? … is the small use of a moment of time more 
desirable, then eternall wrath is dreadfull?”  None of these questions fairly represents 
                                                
54 Nathaniel Bacon, A Relation of the Fearefull Estate of Francis Spira, in the yeare, 1548 (London, 1640), 
p. 25. 
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Spira’s alleged misdemeanor.  It is the Roman Catholics who are threatening to harm 
Spira’s children, not him.  And, it is hardly apt to describe Spira’s impulse to protect his 
wife and children as preference over Christ or as a “desirable” use of a moment.  
Whereas the mirror in The Conflict of Conscience mutates from pleasure to horror, both 
of these speakers confront Spira with terror.  The effect of this development is to further 
demonstrate the degree to which all external agents must in some sense be forms of 
phantasiai.  Given the sensitivity and also the power of the human passions, any such 
motive should be viewed with a kind of pre-Cartesian skepticism. 
 Bacon ends his Spira account far less ambiguously than the dual Nuntius sections 
of Conflict of Conscience.  He finally assesses Spira’s “principal Errors” thus:  
to dispute with Satan over busily in time of weakness: 
especially to reason, and conclude from present sence: to 
Gods past Reprobation, and future Damnation: both which 
is hard, if possible for any man to determine in his owne, 
much more in others cases.55 
 
Spira’s weakness and his “sence” are mentioned as linked parts of a larger problem, but 
contrary to the Gribaldi account, weakness is imagined as a temporary distortion of 
“present sence” rather than as a permanent corruption of the spiritual connection between 
the human body and the body of Christ.  Spira is not wrong to have been weak.  Rather, 
he has been imprudent.  If he is wrong, it is insofar as he has subjected himself to Satan 
during a “time of weakness” rather than a time of strength.  Bacon’s Spira and Woodes’s 
Philologus are persuaded not by agents of the Spirit but by agents of the Law.  These 
counselors presume to identify vulnerability with weakness and weakness with sin in the 
terms of the Law—terms which the Pauline tradition assumes cannot be fulfilled.  The 
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point of greatest vulnerability for Spira/Philologus, however, is his love for others, for 
whom he is willing to sacrifice his own spiritual well-being. 
 In essence, Spira/Philologus has demonstrated passionate (loving) agency 
where—predestinarian doctrine would seem to suggest—such agency is not possible.  He 
has failed to keep his spirit and his tongue in steadfast confession, but he has succeeded 
on more than one level at demonstrating an imperturbable alignment with the terms of 
Christian freedom-in-bondage-to-others articulated by Paul in Galatians 5:13: “For you 
were called to freedom, brethren; only do not use your freedom as an opportunity for the 
flesh, but through love be servants of one another.”  Delight and horror become almost 
indistinct modalities of worldly ordeal in context with the affective terms of social 
obligation.  Determining what constitutes “selling one’s birthright for a morsel of food” 
becomes very difficult when the terms of sacrifice are so thoroughly muddled.  As 
represented by Woodes and Bacon, however, the strength of Spira/Philologus’s love for 
his family is remarkable and not worthy of condemnation.  Furthermore, even in the 
throes of horror, he is eager to do God’s will, gladly serving as a corrective, negative 
example to other salvageable souls.  This detail is preserved from the Gribaldi account, 
where Spira twice welcomes his terrible death “that I may be an example to al the worlde, 
of gods vengeance and just indignation.”56  In the later accounts, the sacrificial quality of 
this self-annihilating gesture is crucial to understanding Spira’s despair as a model for the 
generative negation of the self. 
When Spira and Philologus feel they have denied Christ, they must be—in a 
sense—correct.  I have already observed, in relation to the Gribaldi account, that Spira’s 
                                                
56 Gribaldi, sig. Dii.v. 
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failure to maintain “steadfast confession” is a violation of the law still binding the body 
of the liberated Christian conscience and spirit.  The fact of this sin is not erased by the 
later versions of the Spira story, but its meaning does change.  One of the basic 
assumptions of practical piety is that Christian subjects deny Christ continually.  Despite 
an orthodox assumption that the nature of every love relation with God had already been 
unimpeachably decided before human history, Spira’s double condemnation as a willing 
and unwilling sinner suggests not only an inconsistency in the predestinarian conclusions 
the Gribaldi text endorses but also the possibility of a new hortatory negative.  Like the 
antinomies yoked together in the name Philologus, confronting the paradoxes inherent to 
the Protestant will-to-salvation becomes increasingly essential to the affective 
understanding of the Christian ordeal.  Woodes and Bacon take volitional aspiration and 
error seriously as potential means to the state-of-being Paul calls “living sacrifice.”  Their 
ambivalence about despair-as-punishment leads to a favoring of despair-as-goad to 
salvation.  In a perverse discursive turn-of-events, the rhetorical instruments of bracing 
censoriousness that dominate the anti-Nicodemite approach are applied to new ends in 
the texts Woodes and Bacon.  Prohibition becomes an uneasy form of permission. 
While the championing of indeterminacy I’m highlighting here may share some 
resemblance with various postmodern projects, I don’t mean to argue for any such 
identification.  Instead, I am interested in calling attention to synthetic discursive 
adaptation of traditional attitudes and beliefs in response to cultural and historical 
necessity.  The discourse of religious despair is not an exclusively early modern novelty.  
Tolerance for and pursuit of the idea that soteriological wholeness might be most 
attainable through an initial experience of soteriological disintegration is far older than 
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the sixteenth century.  In fact, the idea of moral and spiritual progress-through-negation is 
absolutely central to the message of the Jesus movement as reported by the synoptic 
Gospels.  The Protestant Reformation’s initial quasi-Pauline/quasi-Stoic attack on 
medieval Roman Catholic caritas (love as demonstrated through works) tends to obscure 
the importance of generosity and self-evacuation to the Christian ethical scheme.  The 
Spira story offers a partial corrective to this problem.       
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Chapter 3 
“My sences are decieu’d”: Skeptical Physiology in Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus 
 
“A contradiction … has … a sort of intensity to it such as one finds in a gridiron pattern 
in architecture because it gives prominence neither to the horizontals nor to the verticals 
… it is at once an indecision and a structure, like the symbol of the Cross.” 
—William Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity.1 
 
 Even in late-Elizabethan and Jacobean England, significant debates were, of 
course, still playing out over what constituted legitimate grounds for religious belief.  
Classical skeptical ideas—then available in recent translation—mainly provided 
rhetorical ammunition for the war waged over truth claims in Scriptural hermeneutics.2  
Quasi-pyrrhonian scrutiny, in particular, provided a remarkably powerful tool for 
undermining the closely held certainties of others.  As such, it was also a dangerously 
unstable instrument and could just as easily be employed by others as it had been 
employed against them.  Insofar as Protestant and Catholic controversialists denied the 
basic criteria for one another’s beliefs but did little to justify the grounds of their own 
positions, the Reformation produced something of an epistemological standoff, or, in 
                                                
1 William Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity (London: Chatto and Windus, 1956), p. 192. 
2 Sextus Empiricus’s Pyrrhonian Hypotyposes became available in a Latin translation by Henri Estienne in 
1562, and we have fairly good evidence that playwrights including William Shakespeare and Christopher 
Marlowe had at least passing familiarity with Sextus’s ideas.  Shakespeare’s exposure to skepticism would 
surely have come through his reading of Michel de Montaigne, and the phrase “On kai me on,” with which 
Faustus disavows philosophy, is taken from Sextus’s Adversus Mathematicos, which was available in both 
Latin and Greek editions in the 1570s.  
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Richard Popkin’s phrase, “an insoluble crise pyrrhonienne.”3  The infamous irresolution 
of Christopher Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus and the eclectic, orthodoxy-resistant theology 
entangling him have lead many to wonder about the skeptical implications of the play.4  
From the time of its earliest performances, Doctor Faustus has produced a mixture of 
attraction and revulsion in its viewers.  In large part, the heated antipathy may be linked 
to the contemporary impression that Marlowe himself possessed “monstrous opinions.”5  
“It was his custom,” according to Thomas Kyd, “in table talk or otherwise, to jest at the 
divine scriptures, jibe at prayers, & strive in argument to frustrate & confute what hath 
been spoke or writ by prophets & such holy men.”6  William M. Hamlin’s recent reading 
of Faustus’s self-destructive “mental life” in the context of the “philosophical 
preoccupations” of Elizabethan culture is compelling.7  He argues that Faustus 
recapitulates a trajectory of infinite regress common to the early modern reception of 
Sextus’s ideas.  My inclination, however, is to approach related problems in the 
contiguous context of the historical phenomenology of emotion.  The mens, or mind, after 
all, was only one part of a larger physiological totality.  Furthermore, human reason and 
passion were imagined to be always pulling against one another in a struggle that 
encompassed the entire person, including the brain, certainly, but also including the 
                                                
3 Richard Popkin, The History of Skepticism: From Savonarola to Bayle (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2003), p. 5. 
4 Peter Kaufman’s description of the resistance of Doctor Faustus to theological interpretation, in Prayer, 
Despair, and Drama: Elizabethan Introspection (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1996), p. 82, is fairly 
typical: “One or another passage may seem to warrant flat assertion about the playwright’s position on 
predestination, or at least the play’s position, but contrary assertions appear plausible after a careful look at 
neighboring passages and phrases.  Neither the ultra-Calvinist predestinarians nor the proto-Arminians at 
Cambridge could have formulated partisan and unassailable explanations of the play, had they wished to do 
so.” 
5 Although it cannot be said with certainty, the “atheistic” views of which Marlowe was formally accused 
seem to have been Unitarian.  See Charles Nicholl, The Reckoning: The Murder of Christopher Marlowe 
(London: Jonathan Cape, 1992), pp. 42-47.  
6 Quoted in Nicholl, p. 45. 
7 William M. Hamlin, “Casting Doubt in Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus,” SEL 41.2 (2001): p. 268. 
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constituent parts hidden beneath the skin envelope, as well as at that envelope’s surface.  
In order to understand fully the nature of Faustian skepticism, we should treat Faustus’s 
doubts and his appetites as part of a crisis of feeling as well as a crisis of thought. 
 I want to focus primarily on two scenes that have received much attention for the 
role they serve in the play’s ambiguous theology but which have received little attention 
as physiological metadrama.  The signing of the blood compact is not a Marlovian 
invention—Johann Faust, one apparent historical model for Faustus, claimed to have 
signed a blood pact with the devil.8  The Faust Book also includes the detail.  Marlowe 
pauses over the blood compact in a very literal way, however.  As readers will recall, 
Faustus’s blood quickly “conieales” before he can use it as ink, thus temporarily 
thwarting his intentions, forcing Mephistophilis to “fetch … fier to dissolve it,” and 
giving Faustus time to contemplate the operations of his own interior: “What might the 
staying of my bloud portend?”9  It should be recalled that blood itself may be the most 
symbolically over-determined substance in the early modern period (if not in the present-
day).  Its role in the explanatory systems of Galenic medicine, for example, was 
complicated.  An individual humor in its own right, blood was also the inclusive vehicle 
for all four humors (blood, phlegm, choler, and melancholy).  Along with temperate diet 
and exercise, phlebotemy was a fundamental therapeutic tool in the relentless project of 
approximating and maintaining the healthy status associated with internal balance.  
Blood’s religious register also continued to hold significant power before, during, and 
                                                
8 Karl Theens, Geschichte der Faustgestalt vom 16. Jahrhundert (Meisenheim am Glan:Westkulturverlag, 
1948), pp. 20-23. 
9  Christopher Marlowe, Doctor Faustus, in Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus: 1604-1616, ed. W. W. Greg 
(Oxford: Oxford UP, 1950), A, ll. 502-504.  Hereafter all citations of the play will appear in the text. 
             
 100 
after the Reformation.  In one way or another, Christ’s extravasation was essential to 
Christian salvation.  In Calvin’s words, “Christ’s blood is our true and only laver.”10   
 The quality and behavior of Faustus’s blood, not to mention the uses to which it 
might be put, represent significant points of interest regarding the overall condition and 
disposition of Faustus the subject, inside and out.  He is baffled by what he takes to be his 
blood’s disobedience to action he deems reasonable.  He stabs his arm “couragiously,” 
but his blood only streams for a moment.  As if reading back over the scene he has just 
performed, Faustus deduces a connection between his own earlier utterance, “Faustus 
giues to thee his soule,” and the sanguinary recalcitrance that immediately ensues (“ah 
there it stayde”).  The blood has dried up, in other words, as he was announcing his 
intention to use it for bestowing the rights to his soul on Lucifer.   Faustus thus perceives 
a causal connection but does not seem able to establish its meaning.  Gail Kern Paster has 
rightly suggested that phlebotomy “was, at least in theory, a controlled opening and 
closing of the bodily container, a deliberate invitation to that body to bleed when, and for 
how long the phlebotomist and his patient chose.”11  Insofar as the action of this scene 
resembles an attempt at phlebotomic extravasation, the blood’s staying suggests a failure 
of know-how at the very least, giving the lie to Faustus’s boasts regarding 
accomplishment as a physician.  More generally, this failure of wisdom suggests 
Faustus’s learning—his “forward wit”—is inadequate to the accomplishment of his 
highest aims.  This implication is lost on him, however.  Hence, he wonders aloud “Why 
shouldst thou not [give the soul]? is not thy soul thine owne?” (A, 507-508).  These last 
                                                
10 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. Ford Lewis Battles, ed. John T. McNeil 
(Philadelpia: Westminster Press, 1960), 4.4.2. 
11 Gail Kern Paster, The Body Embarrassed: Drama and the Disciplines of Shame in Early Modern 
England (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1993) p. 83. 
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questions are rhetorical.  The implied answer is affirmative.  The assumed self-evidence 
of this answer, however, fails to address Faustus’s prior question regarding his own 
blood.  What might the staying portend, indeed?  Is his blood unwilling he should write 
this bill?   
 Skipping ahead to the end of Faustus’s “foure and twentie yeares,” we find 
another scene of physiological stalling: this time from numerous loci, including eyes, 
tongue, and hands.  When urged by one of his scholarly peers to call on God, Faustus 
laments: 
On God whome Faustus hath abiurde, on God, whom 
Faustus hath blasphemed, ah my God, I woulde weepe, but 
the diuel drawes in my teares, gush foorth bloud, insteade 
of teares, yea life and soule, Oh he stayes my tong, I would 
lift vp my hands, but see, they hold them, they hold them. 
(A, 1415-1420) 
 
Blood is again summoned to no effect, as are tears, speech, and manual gestures.  Faustus 
finds, here at the moment most direly appropriate for repentance, that he cannot (or, his 
body will not) produce the necessary materials.  This time, Faustus does not need to ask 
what the staying portends.  He blames “the diuel” for pulling the otherwise willing tears 
back in and for staying an otherwise repentant tongue.  He blames Lucifer’s lieutenants 
for binding his arms against rising imploringly to the heavens.  According to Thomas 
Wright’s description of the devil’s powers, Faustus could be right:   
the Devill immediately by his suggestions allureth us to sin, 
he being a spirit, by secret meanes can enter into the former 
part of our brain, and there chop and change our 
imaginations: hee can represent pleasures with a goodly 
shew; he can propound Vertue as a most bitter object; he 
can make us slothful in the way of God, by stirring the 
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humours, altering the blood, which cause a tedious 
loathsomenesse in us.12 
 
If Faustus’s claim here is to be trusted, it suggests an inversion of Jesus’ rueful 
observation from Gethsemane (Matthew 26:41): in the end Faustus’s flesh is willing, it 
seems, but his spirit is weak.  That being said, Faustus blames promiscuously.  By the 
end, he has also attributed responsibility to “the parents that ingendred” him and the 
“starres that raignd at [his] natiuitie” (A, 1474 & 1496).  For us, the question must still 
signify: what does this staying portend?  Going further, we might even entertain again 
Faustus’s earlier rhetorical questions (this time with the action reversed): “Why shouldst 
thou not [take back the soul]? is not thy soul thine owne?”  What, that is to say, are we to 
make of the Faustian body, which seems to resist the “deede of gift” in the first act and to 
resist with equal force the outward display of “repentant heauinesse” in the last act?  If 
Doctor Faustus is not a dogmatic play (not a straight-forward morality with Elizabethan 
trimmings), it is nevertheless a play about the relationship between a human being and 
his God.  This relationship, like the relationship between “Faustus” the character and 
“Faustus” the network of tissues and fluids, is “at once an indecision and a structure.”  In 
this chapter, I attempt to describe both indecision and structure in terms of the ambivalent 
roles of somatic integrity and fragmentation in Elizabethan devotional subjectivity.  To 
imagine physiological behavior and its scrutiny as “skeptical,” therefore is to focus on 
corporeal volatility itself as a theater for confronting other far more abstract uncertainties. 
 “Faith,” claimed Martin Luther, “is not something dreamed, a human illusion.”13  
He suggested, in fact, that Paul’s account of the relationship between “religious” 
                                                
12 Thomas Wright, The Passions of the Minde in generall (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1971), pp. 
330-331. 
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physiology and “secular” physiology (between “spirit” and “flesh”) was literally 
descriptive rather than merely poetic.  The changes effected in the human subject through 
justification by the Holy Spirit were material changes.  For Luther, the realness of faith 
manifested itself in the same stuff, i.e. passions of the soul, against which it contended for 
primacy through the duration of a person’s natural life.  Calvin’s views were similar.14  
Even the putatively Roman Catholic medico-moralist Pierre de La Primaudaye labored to 
locate God’s influence in the laudable “senses of faith,” which were “heavenly” but 
which were “imprinted” in the mind and heart.15  
 Although the medical advice of the period consistently advocated a moderate 
balance of hot and cold influences, the Son of Man in Revelation 3:15-16 significantly 
demands one extreme or the other: “I would thou wert cold or hot.”  Moderate souls are a 
kind of divine emetic: “because thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spew 
thee out of my mouth” (KJV).  In this chapter, I will claim that Faustus attempts to look 
inward for a place on earth to ground the distinction between salvation and damnation but 
finds only material uncertainty.  A remarkable lukewarmness at the conduits of the body 
presents itself here in sharp contrast to the heat applied to it by Faustus’s malignant and 
benign spiritual counsellors.  Faustus’s somatic tepidness, presumably the consequence of 
an elaborate internal process whereby his blood and vital spirits have been recalled to a 
contracting heart, should be surprising to anyone convinced that Faustus’s 
“voluptuousnesse” conforms straightforwardly to modern psychological conceptions of 
                                                
13 Martin Luther, “Preface to the Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans,” Reformation Writings of Martin 
Luther, trans. Bertram Lee Woolf (London: Lutterworth Press, 1952), p. 288. 
14 Many medico-moralists treated the rational soul as an eternal faculty that inhabited the body without 
actually being corrupted by it or with it.  Luther and Calvin, however, seem to view the corruptions of 
original sin as categorical within the human creature until death and restoration. 
15 Pierre de La Primaudaye, The French Academie Fully Discoursed and finished in foure Bookes, trans. 
Thomas Bowes, Richard Dolman, and W. P. (London, 1618), pp. 430-431. 
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desire.  Instead, the disjunction between the inner doings of Faustus’s body and his 
outward actions makes for puzzling reading.  In fact, Faustus himself is utterly 
bewildered by the gap opened up between the messy mechanisms of the soul-body 
composite and the unified agency implied by his signature “I, John Faustus of 
Wittenberg.”  To say the play’s resistance to stable theological interpretation derives 
from skepticism is not to say that the play is “atheistic” in either the early-modern or late-
modern sense of the term.16  Rather, the theology of the play seems to be situated in the 
grievous gap between the dogmatic certainty described by the theologians and the 
thoughtless libertinism so often attributed to Marlowe and his most famous character.  
Faustus’s ambiguities cannot be resolved because they are the stuff of which he is 
constituted.  Chillingly, no doubt for contemporary audiences, such ambiguities were the 
stuff of which all worldly creatures were constituted by default.   
 
I.   The Depth of the Surface: Some Differing Opinions. 
 In a culture enamored of correlations between micro- and macrocosm, almost any 
part could be taken for the whole to which it was thought to be attached and vice-versa.  
Rather than merely rhetorical figures, however, these synecdochic connections were often 
treated as literal correspondences.  The act of reading books, as Michael Schoenfeldt has 
recently demonstrated, could be imagined in terms of the processes of healthful digestion.  
                                                
16  That is to say, the play does not explicitly advocate what Elizabethan authorities would have considered 
“atheism”: any religious dissent that could not be categorized as Catholicism or Puritanism.  Neither does it 
advocate the late-modern senses of atheism: passive lack of belief in a deity or active disavowal of any and 
all divinity. 
             
 105 
It could also be a dangerous temptation: a mediation of corrupting indigestibles.17  In 
either case, the reading eye (rather than the eating mouth) was a conduit between 
worlds.18  As such, the eye might be imagined as more than a symbol for the reading self: 
in a significant sense, it was the entire self.  John Donne makes a similar point regarding 
the eye-as-self in a sermon on David’s tears: 
Oculus, the Eye, is ordinarily taken in the Scriptures, Pro 
aspectu, for the whole face, the looks, and countenance, the 
ayre of a man; and this ayre, the looks, and countenance, 
declares the whole habitude, and constitution of the man; 
As he looks, so he is: So that the Eye here, is the whole 
person.19 
 
The existence of such habits of thought certainly didn’t guarantee self-consistency.  
Neither was any one instance of synecdochic thinking as plausible as every other.  
Ultimately, however, this way of thinking offered a supple set of frames for finding 
coherence in the world.  In fact, contradiction, when it arises in this discourse, tends to 
suggest a great deal about the period’s ability to live with—not simply mystify—deep, 
irresolvable epistemological and ontological complexities.   
 In the context of the present argument, the most important questions pertain to 
inwardness and the metonymic referentiality of body parts (including their surface 
textures and their excretions): to what degree, we should ask, may such outward parts 
render measurable the moral and physiological temperature of the interior?  “Before all 
                                                
17 Michael Schoenfeldt, “Reading bodies,” Reading, Society and Politics in Early Modern England, eds. 
Kevin Sharpe and Steven N. Zwicker (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003), pp. 215-221. 
18 The reading tongue and mouth are also implied by this process.  For extensive examination of the 
relationship between technologies of the word and their correspondence to the physiology of oral/aural 
language transmission, see Bruce R. Smith, The Acoustic World of Early Modern England: Attending to the 
O Factor. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999), pp. 96-129. 
19 John Donne, The Sermons of John Donne, eds. Evelyn M. Simpson and George R. Potter (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1956), 8.8.204. 
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organs, and indeede in stead of all,” Helikiah Crooke regarded the hand as humankind’s 
most distinguishing physical characteristic.  In his estimate, the erect stature of the human 
body (its “upright frame,” which organizes the internal faculties in a vertical hierarchy 
under God) is attributable to this gift.  Furthermore, Crooke praises the hand as the “first 
instrument” and, alongside reason, one of two “wondrous weapons” God gave humanity 
in order to be a “combetent and not a sluggard.”  The hand, then, is an instrument of 
rational agency: 
yea, whatsoever is comprehended under the cope of 
heaven, by the skill of the hand is brought under our 
subiection and made tributary to us. … And therefore 
Anaxagoras as Plutarch … ascribed unto [hands] the cause 
and originall of mans wisedome … It was not the Hand that 
taught men Arts but Reason, yet the servant and minister of 
this reason and wisedome is the Hand.20 
 
Crooke treats the relationship between the works of the hand and the well-reasoned 
motions of the body as an unproblematic one.  This venerative stance is characteristic of 
his attitude towards the human creature in general.  The special status of the hand, 
however, is marked and includes a fidelity between outward and inward selves.  “Numa 
Pompilius,” Crooke approvingly recalls, “consecrated the Hands to Faith, and therefore 
all Compacts, Covenants, Truces & enter-courses whatsoever are held inviolably ratified 
by the very touch of the Hand.”21  Crooke seems to suggest that the hand’s special 
relationship with the faculties of the rational soul make it a permeable aperture between 
inward and outward selves despite its apparent solidity and its distinction as what we 
might call a bodily extremity.  
                                                
20 Helkiah Crooke, Micrcosmographia: A Description of the Body of Man Together with the Controversies 
Thereto Belonging (London, 1615), pp. 5, 729-730.  
21 Ibid., p. 730. 
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 In his survey of early modern media, The Acoustic World of Early Modern 
England, Bruce Smith has suggested that handwriting functions as an index of somatic 
experience.  The grapheme—Faustus’s signature, for example—is a material thing 
referring to “something that exists before and beyond … itself.”22  Smith is chiefly 
concerned to register the materialism of acoustic data as well as its detachability and 
portability in public use.  Thus, he stresses the graphemic continuation of those bodily 
phenomena most associated with speech: the activity of muscles and nerves in the neck 
and mouth, the modulation of breath, the uniqueness of the individual human voice as 
well as the dynamism of different voices resonating in the memory of its auditors.  
However, Smith’s observations also apply to the affective processes early moderns 
believed were responsible for prompting and guiding their muscles and nerves.  Smith 
would ask us to imagine graphemes as traces—memories—of somatic processes related 
to speech and its reception.  Based on his reading of La Primaudaye, Smith claims: 
memory mediates between the senses and bodily actions, 
between bodily actions and the senses.  With respect to the 
sense of hearing in particular, memory transforms air 
waves into embodied action.  It remembers sound in 
various parts of the human body.23        
 
This account is not incorrect, strictly speaking, but it is incomplete.  Typically, memory is 
not the only faculty mediating between the senses and bodily actions, etc.  Memory’s two 
cousins, common sense and imagination do similar work.  In Lawrence Babb’s lucid 
account, memory functions as a kind of warehouse.  Before arriving there, sense data is 
first apprehended by the outward senses, sorted and composed into coherent images by 
                                                
22 Bruce R. Smith, The Acoustic World of Early Modern England: Attending to the O Factor (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1999), p. 121. 
23 Ibid., p. 109. 
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the common sense, and then evaluated by the imagination.  The imagination, Babb says,  
“is called the eye of the mind because the rational powers see the external world through 
it and through it alone.”24 
 Handwriting, then, refers back to a more elaborate set of internal processes than 
the one Smith’s discussion pursues.  Handwriting’s “membering” (to use Smith’s 
terminology) implies numerous impressions in the bodily faculties: not just impression in 
the memory but the apprehension of sense data by one or more of the five outward 
senses, pressed into the three inward senses (first the common sense, the imagination in 
turn, and finally the memory).  Additionally, these impressions appear to have gained the 
approval of the reasoning faculty which must then have stimulated the internal motive 
powers of the sensitive soul, making an impression in the heart via the animal spirits, 
arousing the passions, and prompting the intended movement of the muscles, joints, and 
associated members.  Presto, agency.  In a perfect world at least, the grapheme—
Faustus’s signature, for example—is the mark of reason’s approval of the “something 
that exists before and beyond” the grapheme.  Numa Pompilius consecrated the hands to 
faith, etc.  As hardly needs establishing, however, the world (especially the little world of 
the body) was not perfect. The “rational” aspects of the hand, so vigorously touted by 
Crooke and others, could be undermined by hypocrisy.  Ramie Targoff has pointed out 
the degree to which John Bulwer, in his Chirologia, praises the hand as a necessary 
outward supplement to devotional inwardness.  She has not acknowledged Bulwer’s 
attention to the hand’s power to dissimulate: 
                                                
24 Lawrence Babb, The Elizabethan Malady: A Study of Melancholia in English Literature from 1580 to 
1642 (East Lansing: Michigan State UP, 1951), p. 3. 
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the Scriptures doe most emphatically define prayer by this 
outward signe not that this speaking habit of the Hand is all 
or the most principall part of devotion, for, Hyppocrites, as 
if fired with zeale, EXTEND THEIR ARMES AND 
HANDS, who yet but mock God by seeming to draw nigh 
unto Him, when their Hearts belie their Hands.25   
 
In other words, the hand could certainly help stimulate internal change as Targoff 
suggests, but it did not necessarily do so.  It could just as surely obscure the events of the 
interior as clarify them. 
 The mixed and often contradictory nature of synecdochic thinking about the body 
and its parts underwrites the Renaissance proverb: “the wise hand does not all the foolish 
mouth speaks.”26  In this instance, obviously, the special status of the hand is still 
maintained but at the expense of the mouth, which is denigrated as an instrument of folly.  
Most likely the proverb is meant to indicate hands and mouths attached to two different 
persons: the hand stands in metonymically for a person who wisely resists the 
suggestions of a mouth similarly standing in for a fool.  It may, however, refer to the 
parts of one person.  Such is the ambivalence with which the human body is regarded in 
the period: when suitable, it may be treated as either a stable, well-ordered whole or as a 
fractious, loose federation of parts.  As I will discuss in more detail shortly, Faustus’s 
signature seems to refer to both simultaneously. 
  It should come as no revelation that commentators disagreed about the nature of 
the human soul(s).  Significant difference of opinion came as part of early modern 
physiology’s classical provenance.  For my purposes, the most interesting disagreement 
                                                
25 John Bulwer, Chirologia, or the Natural Language of the Hand (London, 1644), p. 14.  For Targoff’s use 
of Bulwer, see Ramie Targoff, Common Prayer: The Language of Public Devotion in Early Modern 
England (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001), p. 11. 
26 Morris Palmer Tilley, A Dictionary of the Proverbs in England in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth 
Centuries (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1950), H105, p. 286. 
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between Aristotelian and Galenic taxonomies regards the organic seats of rational, 
sensitive, and vegetative souls (or animal, vital, and natural virtues).  If nothing else, the 
cardinal classificatory row over which “principal member” or members held pride of 
place in the body implies a kind of radical equivocation over interior governance that was 
literally tangible.27  This divide is proximate to volatile associations with the outward 
parts.  The discrepancy between the wise hand and the foolish mouth is merely one 
example.   
 Under certain conditions, the foolish mouth could also be a virtuous mouth.  
Insofar as the mouth is the point of egress for penitential sighs, groans, and prayers, its 
folly represents a higher wisdom.  Schoenfeldt has recently argued that “verbal 
ventilation … assumes the function of physiological purgation” associated with other 
openings of the heart.28  I would suggest that—in the case of penitential prayer, at least—
the relationship between salutary speech, sighing, and groaning seems to be even more 
direct than Schoenfeldt takes it to be.  In Donne’s account, they are practically identical: 
godly sorrow brings a sinner to a care; He is no longer 
carelesse, negligent of his wayes; and that care to a clearing 
of himselfe, not to cleare himselfe by way of excuse, or 
disguise, but to cleare himselfe by way of physick, by 
humble confession.29 
 
                                                
27 According to the Aristotelian model, the heart was the ultimate governor of the entire human being.  The 
Galenic model, however, imagined a kind of organic oligarchy in which heart, brain, and liver each ruled 
its own province: the heart ruled the vital faculty, the brain ruled the animal faculty, and the liver ruled the 
natural faculty.  For extended discussion of this subject, see Ruth Leila Anderson, Elizabethan Psychology 
and Shakespeare’s Plays (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1927), pp. 7-28; Babb, The Elizabethan 
Malady, p. 2fn5, and Nancy G. Siraisi, Medieval & Early Renaissance Medicine: An Introduction to 
Knowledge and Practice (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), pp. 107-109. 
28 Michael Schoenfeldt, “‘Give Sorrow Words’: Speaking Grief in Early Modern England,” Dead Lovers: 
Erotic Bonds and the Study of Premodern Europe, eds. Basil Dufallo and Peggy McCracken (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2006), p. 148. 
29 Donne, Sermons, 8.8.206. 
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As Donne stresses, “to cleare himselfe,” is not just a metaphor.  When, as a result of 
godly sorrow, the penitent sinner engages in humble confession, his or her heart expands, 
draws cooling air into itself from the lungs, and expels the smoky excrements caused by 
overheating (which in turn may be traced to passions of fear and sorrow).  The eye, the 
hand, and of course the blood are all subject to this kind of evaluative polyvalence. 
 Because the senses and the passions are like “two naughty servants, who oft-times 
beare more love one to another, then they are obedient to their Master,” the eye is often 
more harmful than helpful to moral and physiological equilibrium.30  Like the foolish 
mouth, however, it can be laudable as well.  Tears, like sighs and groans from the mouth, 
provide a medium for clearing the heart and brain of harmful waste.  The result of a chain 
reaction that can be traced back to the heart’s contraction from fear or grief, weeping 
represents a kind of emergency release for an overheated and overly soluble brain.  Tears 
thus signify, in Timothy Bright’s account, “what storme tosseth the afflicted Heart, and 
overcasteth the cheerfull countenance.”31  “Till teares breake out, and find a vent in 
outward declaration,” Donne says, “we pant and struggle in miserable convulsions, and 
distortions, and distractions, and earthquakes, and irresolutions of the soule.”32  
 Finally, the blood, that spiritous liquor of nourishment and wholesome natural 
warmth, that symbol of ancestral order and religious sacrifice, could also be legible as a 
source of shame if improperly balanced.  Disease was the result of dyscrastic blood, and 
as Margaret Healy has elegantly put it, “care of the body and its neglect, leading to 
sickness, clearly had important moral implications … disease had a propensity to be a 
                                                
30 Wright, Passions of the minde in generall, p. 8. 
31 Timothy Bright, A Treatise of Melancholy (London, 1613), p. 178. 
32 Donne, Sermons, 8.8.200. 
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blameworthy affair.”33  Moreover, as Paster has suggested, bleeding itself (frequently 
employed to remedy disease) could be an embarrassment if it was not strictly controlled.  
Although Paster puts significant pressure on the feminizing associations of the “leaky 
body,” I am most interested in the way regulating or failing to regulate bleeding 
corresponds to broader associations with moral virtue.  In William Shakespeare’s 
Coriolanus, for example, Caius Martius, explains his flowing battle wounds as 
instruments of therapy (“The blood I drop is rather physical / Than dangerous to me”).  
Martius thereby establishes a fiction of agency that reconciles apparent bodily 
disobedience with a moral ethos of self-mastery.34  This example of overcoding, of 
course, belongs to Shakespeare’s vision of the Roman autarkic self: a courageous 
contrariness to appearances more legible to late-modern audiences as testosterone-infused 
parody or as a denial state (i.e., the indefatigability of Monty Python and the Holy Grail’s 
black knight, who dismisses the arterial spray of his severed arms and the loss of his legs 
with with “it’s only a flesh wound” and “I’ve had worse”).35  However, the twentieth- and 
twenty-first century masculine military stereotype is the last vestigial remain of a far 
more sophisticated techne de soi that still held substantial ethical weight for Elizabethan 
and Jacobean audiences.  Shedding blood at will was a natural part of self-care in the 
Renaissance.  It was a key element in the material maintenance of bodily and spiritual 
hygiene.  The guidelines of practice differed for men and women, as they did for young 
and old, but the emphasis was on control.  Losing it or surrendering it suggests a form of 
                                                
33 Margaret Healy, Fictions of Disease in Early Modern England (New York: Palgrave, 2001), p. 21. 
34 Paster, The Body Embarrassed, pp. 96-99. 
35 Monty Python and the Holy Grail, dir. Terry Gilliam and Terry Jones, Columbia, 1975. 
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ineptitude and disorder distinct from anything strictly associated with the shape or 
behavior of genitalia.     
 
II. Disobediences of a Christian Man: Some Fictions of Binding, Unbinding, and Double-
Binding. 
 
 If proper bleeding could be an index of self-mastery, the meaning of failure in this 
department is still fairly mysterious in Faustus’s case.  It is safe to say that for Faustus, 
magic’s allure is not simply in its promise of “a world of profit and delight, / Of power, 
of honor, of omnipotence,” but also in its potential to “resolve … all ambiguities” (A, 83-
84, 112).  The idea of resolution itself, however, is highly volatile obsession in the play.  
The staying of Faustus’s blood itself simultaneously suggests both a form of resolution 
and a form of irresolution; it is a display of inward ambiguity (taken from ambigere, 
meaning “to dispute”).  “Resolution” is referred to eight times in the first half of the play, 
and each time it represents a conditional or speculative action.  Although “ambiguity” is 
not directly mentioned in each instance, misgivings bedevil Faustus consistently, and 
doubts about the prudence of his feelings (whether hellish or heavenly) bind him up in 
knots.  The English word “resolution” is derived from the Latin resolvere, which means 
“to settle” as well as “to break into parts.”  The less common association in English with 
disassembly continues at least into the early seventeenth century; as it will be recalled, 
Hamlet famously wishes his “too too solid flesh would melt / Thaw and resolve itself into 
a dew.”36  Intriguingly enough, the same denotation has resurfaced in the present day as a 
euphemism for a new development in mortuary technology; so-called “water resolution” 
                                                
36 William Shakespeare, Hamlet, eds. Stephen E. Greenblatt, et. al. (New York: Norton, 1997),  1.2, 129-
130. 
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breaks the bodies of the deceased down into their fundamental organic parts through a 
sophisticated hydrolytic process.  A “dew,” indeed, is the most natural way to dispose of 
the “too too solid” remainder we leave behind after death.  Many Protestant authors 
exploit the seeming paradoxes of their own theology and anthropology in order to create 
a fiction of stability: resolution as clarity, unity, and certainty.  Herbert, Spenser, and 
Donne are three I will briefly discuss.  In Doctor Faustus, however, Marlowe does the 
opposite, exploiting theological and anthropological ambiguities—the ambiguities of 
“resolution”—as ends in themselves. 
 The physiological questions opened by Faustus’s blood compact with Lucifer are 
further complicated by its legal and theological implications.  Luke Wilson has pointed 
out that the “demonic contract” itself was “a holdover from a time when contract had not 
been fully theorized.”37  Only legible as a nudum pactum (literally, a “nude pact,” legally 
unenforceable in English common law), Faustus’s end of this bargain—“I … grant unto 
them full power to fetch or carry the said John Faustus … into their habitation” (A, 550-
555)—should be understood as always revocable.  There is nothing in the play to suggest 
the relationship functions otherwise.  In a strict legal sense, extortion is the only thing 
guaranteeing the completion of the bargain.  This is ironic, of course, because Faustus’s 
offer (submission of body, soul, and goods) is basically identical with the hazards 
(physical and spiritual dismemberment) keeping him “faithful” to the offer.  In the eyes 
of the English legal establishment, however, Faustus’s bond was non-binding.  Ignorance 
and fear are the only things maintaining it. 
                                                
37 Luke Wilson, Theaters of Intention: Drama and the Law in Early Modern England (Stanford: Stanford 
UP, 2000), p. 196. 
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 The blood contract is also a mystical parody of the key contractual arrangements 
of Judeo-Christian tradition—those figured in the Pauline opposition between the 
spiritual law and its abrogation through Christ’s sacrifice.  The old and new laws are both 
promises established between God and his creation.  The old law is a blood covenant 
traditionally commemorated through the physical rite of circumcision.  Its exception is a 
blood covenant commemorated through inward circumcision.  The latter of these is an act 
of faith and love: an unpremeditated conversion experience whereby the heart opens itself 
to Christ’s love and, in turn, imitates that love.  Failure to accept the new law renders one 
accountable to the old law.  According to Paul, the old law’s demands for perfection can 
only result in confusion and sin.  Attempted obedience to this law can only fail: 
For we know that the law is spiritual; but I am of the flesh, 
sold into slavery under sin.  I do not understand my own 
actions.  For I do not do what I want, but I do the very thing 
I hate … I can will what is right, but I cannot do it.  For I 
do not do the good I want, but the evil I do not want is what 
I do … I delight in the law of God in my inmost self, but I 
see in my members another law at war with the law of my 
mind, making me captive to the law of sin that dwells in 
my members.38 
 
Paul’s characterization of the experience of “the flesh,” resembles Faustus’s struggles 
rather pointedly.  As I have been arguing, Faustus does not understand his own actions.  
Furthermore, this lack of understanding amounts to a confusion between the various 
districts comprising the grammatical “I.”  Paul’s carnal man flies what he loves (“I do not 
do what I want”), pursues what he hates (“I do the very thing I hate”), and experiences 
the correspondence between “inmost self” and “members” as “war.”  For Faustus, this 
war manifests itself as inconsistent rational and passional attachment to heavenly and 
                                                
38 Romans 7:14-23, NRSV. 
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hellish impressions, a general lack of cooperation between his outward and inward 
senses, as well as a maddening polysemy at thresholds between interior and exterior. 
 Luther interpreted this kind of “war” as the by-product of a faulty will.  In its 
fallen state, humanity cannot genuinely desire the law.  It requires the supplement of 
“what the law lacks, namely, willingness and love.”39  In the state of Grace, although still 
flawed, the human creature acts as a material conductor for Christ’s willingness and love.  
In The Obedience of the Christian Man, William Tyndale identifies the handiwork of the 
Holy Spirit as a special form of knowledge.  Love—especially as “a man fealeth that his 
herte consenteth unto the law of God and fealeth him selfe meke pacient curtous and 
mercyfull to his neyboure altered and fascioned lyke unto Christe”—is “the wisdome of 
God.”  Tyndale opposes this felt wisdom to the “profunde welles with out water,” the 
worldly wise products of Scholasticism, specifically, but its ecclesiastical, and even 
popular, adherents more generally.  Those who cling to the human powers alone are 
“naturall soules without the spirite of God and fealinge of godly thynges.”40  They are 
desiccated and bereft of the sensitivity made possible by true Christian solubility and 
inspiration.  The obedience of worldly wisdom, in other words, is a bind in its own right.  
It prevents one from enjoying—from feeling—the liberty of Christian obedience.  
 When Faustus “sound[s] the deapth of that which [he] wilt professe,” he finds his 
settled studies yield nothing satisfying (A, 32).  To his disappointment, his tremendous 
achievements of learning have made him nothing more than what Tyndale would call a 
profound well without water.  Faustus puts it to himself this way: “Yet art thou still but 
Faustus, and a man” (A, 53).  The limitations of human subjectivity, in other words, are 
                                                
39 Luther, “Preface,” p. 295. 
40 William Tyndale, The Obedience of a Christian Man (Antwerp, 1528), sig. Mviii.r.-N.v.  
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unacceptable to Faustus, who seems to believe, along with Tyndale’s “naturall soules,” 
that worldly knowledge could or should provide access to a superior category of powers 
and freedoms.  As I have already suggested, Faustus’s trouble drawing blood looks very 
much like a failure of his own medical wisdom “whereby whole Citties have escapt the 
plague” (A, 51).  As such, it not only casts doubt on his claims to technical prowess but 
also on the value of natural wisdom in general.  Inasmuch as Faustus is literally a dry 
well, Tyndale might say, his wisdom is proven grossly inferior to the passionate 
knowledge through which the godly “lust to worke,” or “desire the law” (in Luther’s 
phrase).41 
 Faustus’s signature (his hand, as it were) may refer to his own willingness to part 
with body, soul, and goods and to an interest in conspiring with evil, but prior to these it 
refers to a kind of radical disobedience between selves.  Because Faustus, like Paul’s 
carnal man, does not understand his own actions or his place in the universe, his signature 
can only refer back to a soul-body composite in turmoil.  He cannot properly initiate an 
efficacious contract in part because he is less a stable legal subject than a conglomerate of 
mutinous parts.  Whether or not his blood is unwilling he should write the bill, his soul is 
not his own.  In the poem “Obedience,” George Herbert employs this problem as a lyrical 
conceit.  Herbert’s reputation for piety is as legendary, of course, as Marlowe’s reputation 
for irreverence.  This does not stop Herbert from experimenting with the tones and 
implications of disobedience.  The speaker of the poem in question offers his text as his 
“speciall Deed” on which his “heart doth bleed.”  Although the immediate intended 
recipient of the deed is Christ rather than Lucifer, the suggestion of initiating a blood 
                                                
41 Tyndale, Obedience, Sig. N.v., and Luther, “Preface,” p. 285. 
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contract inevitably conjures association with Faustian bargain.  The speaker even 
expresses mild disobedience in the seventh stanza: 
          Wherefore I all forgo: 
       To one word onely I say, No: 
Where in the Deed there was an intimation 
          Of a gift or donation, 
Lord, let it now by way of purchase go.42 
 
At first glance, this “No” to donation in favor of “purchase” seems to indicate a belief in 
the efficacy of the human will and the saving potential of its works.  An allusion to the 
sale of indulgences is fairly clear, as well.  The speaker seems to be saying: “By writing 
this deed in blood, in which I surrender the desire to ‘think an action mine own way’ 
(18), I intend to purchase salvation.”  Like Faustus, it appears, Herbert’s speaker wishes 
to make a bargain tendered on the delusion of self-possession.  The gesture is a bluff, 
however, and the seemingly disobedient “No” ultimately resolves itself as an expression 
of deeper obedience.  Here, the lexical ambiguities are fairly tightly controlled.  In the 
context of the poem’s heraldic motif, “purchase” suggests the conveyance of name and 
property by means other than inheritance.  The speaker intends his poem to be of benefit 
to another: “some kinde man” who “would thrust his heart / Into these lines” (42-43).  
This kind man will be the recipient of the “Lordship” at issue in the poem’s first stanza.  
The speaker already feels himself in possession of this Lordship; his good work 
(conveying it) is one prompted by love for others.  It is not a compulsion of the law, but a 
willing act of Christ’s love.  In a powerful sense, therefore, the speaker is still forgoing 
all self-interest when he says “No.”  This “No,” in effect, belongs to the will of Christ and 
signifies the presence of Christ in him.   
                                                
42 George Herbert, The Works of George Herbert, ed. F. E. Hutchinson, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1941), ll. 31-
35.  Hereafter, citations of Herbert’s poem will appear in the text. 
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 Interestingly enough, when Faustus turns to the Law in his initial gallop through 
the vocations, he summons two passages from Roman canon law that deal with bequests 
and inheritance.  In other words, when he dismisses the law as “a pretty case of paltry 
legacies,” he is expressing disgust for disputes over entitlements.  Herbert’s “Obedience” 
gestures toward this dimension of canon law somewhat snidely in order to subordinate 
canon law’s mingling of religious and secular jurisdictions to a purer law of conscience.  
Paul (and Luther) identify the law of conscience with Gospel law: “no faint proffer” (28), 
according to Herbert.  Although the law of conscience had a secular manifestation in 
equity law (Chancery court, etc.), its purely sacred dimension was a matter of grace and 
faith.  Nevertheless, in its own way it too operated in the manner of a bequest or 
inheritance.  God bequeathed a conscience to every person, and Christ bequeathed to 
each person the ability to lovingly act according the dictates of conscience.  Although 
ostensibly a “contract,” and thus under the secular jurisdiction of common law (which 
viewed it as unenforceable), Faustus’s bill might also be viewed as a dispute over 
entitlements, and therefore a close cousin of the canon law measures he has already 
mocked as “externall trash” (A, 65).  As I have already noted, Faustus’s belief that 
signing a satanic bill will resolve him of all ambiguities is a belief in its power to stabilize 
his subjectivity and unbind his otherwise limited powers of personal agency.  This 
limitation is marked by the “but” qualifying his own self-description: “Yet art thou still 
but Faustus, and a man.”  In other words, Faustus thinks he is entitled to more than the 
binds of “but” will allow, and he thinks confederation with Lucifer will resolve this 
problem.  Unfortunately, this move can only multiply Faustus’s ambiguities, intensifying 
rather than dissolving the “but” that marks his mortal limitations.  That his inward 
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economy finds the prospect of the satanic deal literally blood curdling suggests as much.  
Like Paul’s carnal man, he does not understand his actions and cannot do what he wants. 
 The mock disobedience of Herbert’s “Obedience”—the “No” to self-interest 
which makes affirmative agency possible—represents a resolution of the kind Faustus 
longs for but which he can never obtain.  Within the special dispensation of Christ’s love, 
Herbert’s speaker is at liberty to speak and act as an integrated subject.  His defective, 
disordered members are supplemented by Christ’s righteousness.  Furthermore, as the 
fallen body of the human creature becomes one with the body of Christ, the warring 
members are ordered and made obedient.  The speaker is still “Herbert” and a man; he is 
also Christ, however.  This is one of the crucial “mixed messages” of Reformed doctrine: 
in order to act—and even feel—in a manner that does not simply compound the bondage 
to sin, one must categorically disavow the notion of personal agency.  In “resigning up 
the rudder to [Christ’s] skill” (20), one joins the Corpus Mysticum.  As a member of this 
body, “every man,” Tyndale says, “[is] Christ his awne selfe.”  Furthermore, Tyndale 
reiterates, the children of faith are free from the law and are accorded agency: 
The spirite of Christ hath written the lively lawe of love in 
their hearts which driveth them to worke their awne 
accorde frely & willingly for the greate loves sake only 
which they se in Christe.43 
 
As a member of a body that is a member of the body of Christ, the heart eagerly “doth 
bleed / As many lines” as are required to effect the “purchase” of liberty for other souls.  
The upshot of this obedience is a special form of liberty unavailable to those who have 
not “died to the law” (Romans 7:4, NRSV). 
                                                
43 Tyndale, Obedience, sigs. O.iv.r-O.v.v. 
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 Faustus thinks he is acting affirmatively in his own self-interest when he finally 
does sign the blood contract.  As Herbert’s poem shows us, however, a double-negation 
is necessary to obtain positive agency.  Only by surrendering entirely to Christ could 
Faustus hope to become not “but.”  That is to say, only by such surrender could Faustus 
become a fully actualized, non-contradictory agent.  Only by forgoing the impulse to say 
“No” to Christ’s deed, can Faustus be “purchased” out of the “slavery under sin” into 
which he, Paul, and every creature of flesh is born.  Where Herbert’s speaker resolves his 
ambiguities, Faustus pushes onward through unresolved questions and—with the help of 
Mephistophilis’s fire—completes the bill: 
    Me.  Heres fier, come Faustus, set it on. 
    Fau.  So now the bloud begins to cleare again,  
Now will I make an ende immediately. 
    Me.  O what will not I do to obtaine his soule? 
    Fau.  Consummatum est, this Bill is ended, 
And Faustus hath bequeath’d his soule to Lucifer. 
But what is this inscription on mine arme? 
Homo fuge, wither should I flie? 
If vnto God hee’le thowe me downe to hell, 
My sences are deceiu’d, here’s nothing writ, 
          I see it plaine, here in this place is writ, 
Homo fuge, yet shall not Faustus flye. (A, 511-522) 
 
Clearly, ending the bill only raises new questions.  This time ambiguity presents itself in 
the form of a phantasmagoric, lexical eruption: “Homo fuge.”  Literally “fly, man,” this 
“inscription” is enigmatic on several levels.  The nature of Faustus’s response is equally 
difficult to pin down.  First of all, the grammatical thrust of the phrase is not absolutely 
clear.  The most likely gloss would render “Homo” as the subject and “fuge” as the verb, 
but the inferred grammatical objects “what” and “where” remain uncertain.  It is also 
plausible to read “Homo” as the object of “fuge,” with the understood subject being 
“You.”  Faustus assumes he is being instructed to fly from Hell (or hellish thoughts or 
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Lucifer) towards Heaven (or heavenly thoughts or God).  His response echoes—albeit 
rather querulously—Psalm 139’s recognition of God omniscience and omnipotence: 
“Where can I go from your spirit? / Or where can I flee from your presence? / If I ascend 
to heaven, you are there; / if I make my bed in Sheol, you are there.”44  Curiously enough, 
Thomas Cranmer echoed Psalm 139 in his final re-recantation.  Whereas Cranmer 
followed this allusion with a solemn determination to turn towards God (“To thee 
therefore, O Lord, do I run”), Faustus’s convictions are less certain.45 
 In his preface to Romans, Luther argued that “the Bible penetrates into our hearts 
and looks at the root and the very source of all sin, i.e., unbelief in the depth of our 
heart.”46  This sentiment is expressed even more viscerally in Hebrews 4:12: 
Indeed, the word of God is living and active, sharper than 
any two-edged sword, piercing until it divides soul from 
spirit, joints from marrow; it is able to judge the thoughts 
and intentions of the heart.  And before him no creature is 
hidden, but all are naked and laid bare to the eyes of the 
one to whom we must render an account. (NRSV) 
 
As Faustus seems to understand, flying from the injunctions of the word of God (and its 
surveiling eye) is not an option.  But, the inscription on his arm is not—at least not in the 
most technical sense—the word of God.  Faustus has already cast aside the Bible (and the 
Book of Romans, in particular) because its judgments seem “hard” (A, 70).  By reading 
scripture haphazardly—something Luther stridently warned against—Faustus has come 
to misunderstand Paul’s point and concluded “we must die an euerlasting death” (A, 76).  
Partially informed reasoning leads Faustus to a baffled fatalism; he only manages to 
make it through the first half of Romans 6:23, for example, and ends up reducing the 
                                                
44 Psalm 139:7-8, NRSV. 
45 John Foxe, Acts and Monuments, ed. Stephen Cattley (London: Seeley and Burnside, 1837-41), 4.1.86. 
46 Luther, “Preface,” p. 287. 
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mystery of God’s will to an annoying tautology: “What Doctrine call you this, Che sera 
sera, / What wil be, shall be?” (A, 77-8).  Insofar as he could not even see the second half 
of the passage from Romans (“the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our 
Lord”), Faustus has been literally blind to the figure of Christ and to the promise of grace 
the book of Romans is meant to convey.  Looking at the “homo fuge” inscription on his 
own arm, Faustus’s hermeneutic frame of reference is again extremely limited, but so is 
ours.  According to Luther and Hebrews, the word of God penetrates the bodily interior, 
evaluating and organizing its parts.  Here, however, we and Faustus are dealing with what 
can only be properly described as the word of the body.  Rather than dividing and 
clarifying, it confuses. 
 The ambiguity of the inscription’s semantic content is further aggravated by its 
seemingly fugitive status as inscription.  It appears, seems to disappear, and then 
reappears.  Significantly Faustus questions the reliability of his senses on this score, but 
ultimately it is impossible to say whether his senses actually are “decieu’d,” whether the 
inscription is itself in a state of flux, or, in fact, whether some mixture of the two is in 
play.  In any case, Faustus tries to settle the issue with what seems to be a flat denial: “yet 
shall not Faustus flye.”  Or, so it would seem.  Due to the unreliability of early modern 
typography and punctuation, however, it is plausible to imagine this line as a question 
rather than a statement of determination.  Simply by stressing “not” rather than “shall” an 
actor could change the whole tenor of the speech.  Either Faustus is in despair and—in 
spite of evidence of some residual good bubbling up mysteriously on his skin—shall not 
fly.  Or, perhaps some hope remains and Faustus shall fly yet.  The difference is a 
dramatic one.  Mephistophilis’s immediate bid to distract Faustus—“Ile fetch him 
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somewhat to delight his minde” (A, 523)—almost tips the scale towards treating the line 
as a question. 
 Picking up on parallels recently drawn by Elizabeth Harvey between anatomical 
writings and Spenserian allegories of the body, I would like to compare Faustus’s 
enigmatic inscriptions to those of the magical House of Busyrane.  The physiological 
allusiveness of The Faerie Queene has been fairly widely discussed, with special 
attention generally being focused on the temperate pleasures of the Castle of Alma.47  
Being interested in the rational instrumentality of touch, Harvey focuses on the wall 
bounding the Castle of Alma and argues for an allegorical correspondence between it 
(particularly the “sensible … thing like to … AEgyptian slime” composing it) and the 
human skin envelope.48  The nature of Busyrane’s sado-Petrarchan “secret den” and the 
events occurring in it, however, have not been sufficiently theorized in the terms of the 
same moral physiology.  Although this is not the place for an extensive analysis of the 
subject, the apparent mixed messages “Be bold, be bold” and “Be not too bold” inscribed 
over the thresholds between parts of the House of Busyrane, as well as the transformation 
of Amoret’s permeated chest into a gruesome ink pot, correspond with Faustus’s 
irresolvable ambiguities in a way that warrants some attention.  In both texts, unregulated 
                                                
47 See Michael Schoenfeldt, Bodies and Selves in Early Modern England: Physiology and Inwardness in 
Spenser, Shakespeare, Herbert, and Milton (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), James W. Broaddus, 
Spenser’s Allegory of Love: Social Vision in Books III, IV, and V of The Faerie Queene (London: 
Associated University Presses, 1995), and David Lee Miller, The Poem’s Two Bodies: The Poetic of the 
1590 Faerie Queene (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1988). 
48 Elizabeth D. Harvey, “The Touching Organ: Allegory, Anatomy, and the Renaissance Skin Envelope,” 
Sensible Flesh, ed. Elizabeth D. Harvey (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003), p. 86.  The 
Spenser quotation is from The Faerie Queene, 2.9.21. 
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passion is figured as a potentially deadly enthrallment, but the bind is less than absolute.49  
A trace of reason—however cryptic in its rendering—remains. 
 Marsilio Ficino famously claimed that Eros and magic were equal.  Expanding on 
this suggestion, Ioan Couliano argues that lovers and magicians “both do the same thing: 
they cast their nets to capture certain objects, to attract and draw them to them.”50  
Amoret and Scudamour have captured one another in this way, but the result is 
effectively one of mutual paralysis.  Busyrane, the magus of unchastity, is a composite of 
their collective frailties.  A figure of excessive erotic passion, he holds both Amoret and 
Scudamour captive with his “bloudy lines” (3.12.36), “strong enchauntments and blacke 
Magicke leare” (3.11.16).  Although a magus himself, Faustus is as enthralled (or 
“ravished”) by magic as he is in control of enthralling others.  Thus, although he clearly 
bears a resemblance to Busyrane, he is also a captive much like the two lovers “cruelly 
pend” by Busyrane’s “wicked hand” (3.11.10-11).  Amoret and Scudamour benefit from 
a kind of heroic agency Faustus either lacks or resists, however.  Britomart is able to 
navigate her way skillfully through the House of Busyrane by means of a temperate 
resistance to its alluring distortions.  Her “fraile sences” are momentarily “dazed” by the 
luminosity of Cupid’s statue in the first room, she outwears a day “gazing” at the “wilde 
Antickes” and “monstrous formes” of the second room, and she is even wounded by 
Busyrane’s knife, “Albe the wounde were nothing deepe imprest” (3.11.49 & 51, 
3.12.33).  Still, she manages to “be bold” without being “too bold,” which more or less 
means she is resistant to temptation but not too resistant. 
                                                
49 Edmund Spenser, The Faerie Queene, Edmund Spenser’s Poetry, eds. Hugh Maclean and Anne Lake 
Prescott (New York: Norton, 1993), 3.12.54.  Hereafter, citations of Spenser’s poem will appear in the text.  
50 Ioan Couliano, Eros and Magic in the Renaissance (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), p. 88. 
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 Insofar as The House of Busyrane functions as an allegory for human 
psychological and physiological operations, it is extremely peculiar.  Its three room 
structure recalls the three inward wits as figured in the Castle of Alma: “Therein were 
diverse roomes, and diverse stages, / But three the chiefest … / In which there were three 
honorable sages” (2.9.47).51  The Ovidian tapestries in the The House of Busyrane recall 
the “infinite shapes of things disperséd thin” (2.9.50) in Phantastes’ chamber.  Likewise, 
these tapestries and Cupid’s pageant seem to be perversions of the depictions, in the room 
of reason, of “all that in the world was aye thought wittily” (2.9.53).  At the same time, 
however, many aspects of the House of Busyrane recall the “goodly Parlour” of the heart, 
which is also decked with “royall arras” portraying only what is “easie to be thought” 
(2.9.33).  It is here that “litle Cupid playd / His wanton sports, being returnéd late / From 
his fierce warres” (2.9.34).  Given the obsession in the House of Busyrane with these 
same “fierce warres,” it is hard not to imagine its chambers bearing some correspondence 
to the ventricles of the heart as well as the brain.  Moreover, the entrance to the House of 
Busyrane is hot, protected by “flaming fire, ymixt with smouldry smoke” (3.11.21).  As I 
have noted above, the heart is naturally a hot organ.  Often it gets overheated and choked 
with dangerously distracting vapors.  The brain is typically cool—hence, Phantastes’ 
“swarth complexion” (2.9.52). 
 The ambiguity of physiological reference here is significant.  The House of 
Busyrane bears resemblance to both brain and heart, because it is a manifestation of the 
territorial dispute between the two organs.  Busyrane himself is an embodied distortion of 
the virtue of Chastity.  His house, accordingly, is a grotesque mismatch of the parts 
                                                
51 Spenser locates the imagination in the first chamber of the brain, the reason in the second, and the 
memory in the third. 
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which, when functioning cooperatively, make Chastity possible.  For Spenser, unchecked 
erotic passion makes the body a battleground, a prison, and a sick house.  By patiently 
contemplating the inscriptions at the quasi-physiological thresholds of the House of 
Busyrane, however, Britomart is able to perform her therapeutic intervention.  In The 
Faerie Queene, the resolution of ambiguity calls for a mixed emotional state: measured 
boldness.  Although Doctor Faustus is not an allegory, the “homo fuge” inscription is an 
allegorical touch that acts as a threshold through which the literal motions of Faustus’s 
interior might be glimpsed, if still only imperfectly.  The instruction to fly, however, is 
something Faustus ultimately cannot make sense of.  The closest he can come to either 
hope or despair is a statement that might be a question but probably isn’t: “Homo fuge.  
Yet shall not Faustus flye.”  This leaves his readers in a similar position.  Is “Homo fuge” 
the product of the “wise hand”?  Is Faustus’s response to it, “Yet shall not Faustus flye,” 
likewise the testimony of a “foolish mouth”?  Also, even if the answer to either question 
could be established, to whom should that wisdom or folly ultimately be attributed if 
beyond Faustus’s control.  We only know what we don’t know about Faustus’s fluids and 
parts. 
 
III.  Dismembered: Whose Body, Whose Skepticism. 
 Even as Doctor Faustus is drawing to a close, there are some intimations that 
Faustus could find his way to genuine repentance.  His last best chance appears in the 
form of a good counsellor: the old man who (in the A-text) promises to “guide thy steps 
vnto the way of life” (1303) and (in the B-text) advises that “Checking thy body, may 
amend thy soule” (1829).  In the A-text, this old man also urges Faustus to truly open his 
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heart, to expel excremental wastes through bleeding and crying, and—with the help of 
Christ—to harness the motions of his own interior: 
Breake heart, drop bloud, and mingle it with teares, 
Teares falling from repentant heauinesse 
Of thy most vilde and loathsome filthinesse, 
The stench whereof corrupts the inward soule 
With such flagitious crimes of hainous sinnes, 
As no commiseration may expel, 
But mercie Faustus of thy Sauiour sweete, 
Whose bloud alone must wash away thy guilt.  (1304-1313)  
 
It seems this man could function as a Britomart to Faustus’s Amoret/Scudamour.  He 
even gestures towards the “homo fuge” enigma in a variety of ways.  He offers to “guide” 
Fasutus’s “steps,” after all.  In both A- and B-texts, he warns Faustus to “stay thy 
desperate steps … call for mercie and auoyd dispaire” (A, 1319, 1323).  When Faustus 
waivers, however, the old man has little patience.  “Thy soul … fliest the throne of his 
tribunall seate,” he claims, in a crestfallen reversal of Hebrews 4:16: “Let us … approach 
the throne of grace with boldness” (NRSV).  As devils begin to “sift” him for his 
intervention, the old man, identifies the trajectory of his own flight as the proper one: 
“Hence hel, for hence I flie vnto my God” (A, 1386).  Faustus is offered no stable gloss of 
“homo fuge,” only the same pair of opposing possibilities he had already pondered to no 
positive effect. 
 R.C. Bald has commented that Donne “followed the most vital of contemporary 
arts, the drama” and, furthermore, that “Marlowe seems to have had the deepest 
impression on him.”52  One piece of support for this claim comes in a sermon preached on 
the day of St. Paul’s Conversion, 1628.  Donne’s scriptural focus is Acts 28:6 (“They 
changed their minds and said that he was a God”).  From explicating the limitations of 
                                                
52 R.C. Bald, John Donne: A Life (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970), p. 73. 
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“naturall Logique” and “naturall Religion” demonstrated by Paul’s Maltese hosts, Donne 
moves to criticizing similar failures of logic and religion among his own contemporaries.  
His chief targets are failures of charity and faith.  He acknowledges the might and scope 
of God’s just anger with a reference to Psalm 139, “if he fly to the farthest ends of the 
earth … he shall find God there,” but ultimately he insists “as we are bound to make 
good constructions of those corrections that God layes upon us, so are we to make good 
interpretation of those judgements which he casts upon others.”53  At the same time, 
Donne inveighs against “atheism,” and does so in terms that suggest he may be thinking 
of Doctor Faustus in particular.  He reserves special scorn for the “practicall Atheist, the 
ungodly liver,” whose hypocrisy makes him “not onely a Devil in Religion, but a monster 
in nature; not onely elemented and composed of Heresies in the Church, but of 
paradoxes, and absurdities in the world.”  It is this “most impious thing” whom Donne 
imagines in Faustian despair: 
For, all thy faculties, how ever depraved, and perverted by 
thee, are from him; and except thou canst seriously beleeve, 
that thou are nothing, thou canst not beleeve that there is no 
God.  If I should aske thee at a Tragedy, where thou 
shouldest see him that had drawne blood, lie weltring, and 
surrounded in his owne blood, Is there a God now?  If thou 
couldest answer me, No, … Bee as confident as thou canst, 
in company; for company is the Atheists Sanctuary; I respit 
thee not till the day of Judgement, when I may see thee 
upon thy knees, upon thy face, begging of the hills, that 
they would fall downe and cover thee from the fierce wrath 
of God, to aske thee then, Is there a God now?  I respit thee 
not till the day of thine own death, when thou shalt have 
evidence enough, that there is a God, though no other 
evidence, but to finde a Devill, and evidence enough, that 
there is a Heaven, though no other evidence, but to feele 
Hell; To aske thee then, Is there a God now?  I respit thee 
but a few houres, but six houres, but till midnight.  Wake 
                                                
53 John Donne, “Sermon XLVIII,” LXXX Sermons (London, 1640), p. 478, 479. 
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then; and then darke and alone, Heare God aske thee then, 
remember that I asked thee now, Is there a God? and if thou 
darest, say No.54 
 
This passage resonates remarkably with Faustus’s final soliloquy.  Even if the resonance 
is more coincidental than intentional, it suggests much about Donne’s sense of the 
difference between skeptical propriety and impropriety in matters of religion. 
 As M.M. Mahood has pointed out, Donne’s own path through divinity was one 
marked by “skepticism” and “mistrustfulness.”  These qualities were matched, however, 
by what she calls “an open-minded and receptive state.”55  The “atheist” Donne imagines 
in the sermon on Acts 28:6, by contrast, is a slave to passions and a victim of distemper: 
Men subject to the transportation of passion, doe nothing of 
themselves, but are merely passive; And being possest with a spirit 
of feare, or a spirit of ambition, as those spirits move them, in a 
minute their yea is nay, their smile is a frowne, their light is 
darknesse, their good is evill.56 
 
Again, Paul’s carnal man lurks in the background.  The changeable nature of Donne’s 
“merely passive” atheist is a variation on the war between the members Paul imagines 
forcing the carnal man to embrace what he hates and fly what he loves.  When it comes to 
the challenges of identifying “true religion,” however, Donne’s “Satyre III” takes a fairly 
complex attitude towards the passions of the soul.  Near the end of the poem, it 
challenges the reliability of  “teaching” (not only Scholasticism but religious authority in 
general): 
  Oh, will it then boot thee 
To say a Philip, or a Gregory, 
A Harry, or a Martin taught thee this? 
Is not this excuse for mere contraries, 
                                                
54 Ibid., p. 486. 
55 M.M. Mahood, Poetry and Humanism (London: Jonathan Cape, 1950), p. 103. 
56 Donne, “Sermon XLVIII,” p. 484. 
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Equally strong?  cannot both sides say so?57 
 
In the place of other men’s certainties, Donne’s speaker advocates “doub[ting] wisely”: 
“in strange way / To stand inquiring right is not to stray; / To sleepe, or runne wrong, is” 
(77-79).  Thus, we are offered two different forms of wandering in ambiguity: a kind of 
saving expedition versus a damning flight.  Additionally, Donne’s speaker suggests that it 
is possible to wander—and even be moved, as I will explore further momentarily—
without becoming inconstant.  In fact, he argues, pursuing this “strange way” is the only 
means to avoiding the perils of “sleepe, or run[ning] wrong.”  Truth can only be gotten to 
in “Satyre III” by a laborious, winding, upward trek: “hee that will / Reach her, about 
must, and about must goe” (80-81).  The properly skeptical Christian feels himself or 
herself bound by a frustratingly circuitous progress, but is always moving closer to truth 
on the vertical plane. 
 Faustus’s wandering begins with an inability to bleed and ultimately leads to a 
place where he cannot weep, bleed, cry, pray, or even lift up his hands.  In his final hour, 
it certainly seems he has been “flying the throne of grace” all along without fully 
realizing it.  Only at his nadir does he seem capable of real remorse, but it is not enough.  
In his sermon on David’s tears, Donne recognizes a distinction between sustained, 
salutary sorrow and temporary pangs of remorse.  “To sigh, and turne backward, to 
repent, and relapse, is a woefull Condition,” Donne says, but “to pursue this sorrow for 
our sins” makes for “an acceptable sacrifice.”58  Mercy, Donne claims, is only available 
to those who repent, but “I cannot beleeve that is repentance, if I cannot weepe, or come 
                                                
57 John Donne, The Poems of John Donne, ed. Herbert J.C. Grierson (London: Oxford UP, 1953), ll. 43, 95-
99.  Hereafter, citations of Donne’s poem will appear in the text.  
58 Donne, Sermons, 8.8.197. 
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to outward declarations.  This is laborious irresolution of the soule.”59  Much as Donne 
predicts for the practical atheist in his sermon on Acts 28:6, Faustus finds “evidence 
enough, that there is a Heaven” by feeling Hell.  Sadly, he is nevertheless unable to truly 
repent: to prove with penitential tears, sobs, and prayers that he not only knows there is a 
heaven but also feels it.  The speaker of “Satyre III” begins in an apparently similar state 
of passionate paralysis: “Kinde pitty chokes my spleene; brave scorn forbids / Those 
teares to issue which swell my eye-lids; / I must not laugh, nor weepe sinnes, and be 
wise” (1-3).  Where Faustus feels restrained by devils, Donne’s speaker struggles against 
the quasi-Stoic temperance of “vertue” as construed by “the first blinded age” (7).  
However, he finds resolution—that is, relief in passionate “railing” (4).  Such railing is 
the constitutive mode of the poem.  Not weeping, in this case, but “outward declarations” 
of “soules devotion” (5) do promise to cure the “worne maladies” otherwise preventing 
the speaker from properly orienting himself in relation to God.     
 In Donne’s view, then, intense physiological turmoil is a necessary feature of 
proper devotion as well as proper repentance.  Additionally, such turmoil must find 
outward expression in order to signify reliably a true change of heart.  In A Treatise of 
Melancholy, Timothy Bright takes what appears to be a different view of religious 
sorrow.  He identifies religious melancholy as a special species of affliction utterly 
distinct from medically-treatable melancholic imbalance.  “The affliction of the soule 
through conscience of sinne,” Bright claims, is a misery that “seizeth vpon the seate of 
wisdome it selfe … and grindeth into powder all that standeth firme.”  Most alarmingly, 
such affliction is incurable: 
                                                
59 Ibid., p. 200. 
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The cause here is the severity of Gods judgement, 
summoning the guiltie conscience; the subject is the sinfull 
soule apprehending the terrour thereof, which is not 
momentarie or for a season, but for ever and ever.60 
 
By dint of original sin, every conscience had cause to feel guilty, however, and Bright’s 
description of religious melancholy’s “cause” and “subject” conform almost perfectly to 
the reformed vision of the law and the insufficiency of human works to meet its demands.  
Although Bright is pessimistic about the potential for recovery among those suffering an 
afflicted conscience, there is, of course, an exception.  In the case of “his melancholicke 
friend, M,” to whom A Treatise of Melancholy is addressed, the terror of God is mixed 
with melancholic humor and signifies not the doom “it is upon the wicked” but rather “a 
fatherly frowning only for a time, to correct that which in you is to be reformed.”61  In 
fact, the exception seems to encompass the entire readership of Bright’s book, as he 
indicates in the dedicatory epistle, “This I have delivered … to a supposed friend M. … 
Change the letter, and it is indifferent to whome soever standeth in neede, or shall make 
use thereof.”62  Donne actually reaches similar conclusions in reverse order: “There is no 
person to whom we can say, that Gods Corrections are Punishments, any otherwise then 
Medicinall … But here our consideration is only upon the godly.”63  The efficacy of 
spiritual therapy, in both cases, is contingent upon membership in the Corpus Mysticum: 
or, more practically speaking, a matter of belonging to the right audience. 
 Bright and Donne treat the members of their audiences as redeemable by default.  
The hopeless cases are always other people.  This kind of “othering” is a fairly common 
                                                
60 Timothy Bright, A Treatise of Melancholy (London, 1618), p. 228, 224, & 231. 
61 Ibid., p. 233. 
62 Ibid., sig. A5r. 
63 John Donne, The Sermons, 8.8.211. 
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practice in the consolidation of group identity generally, of course, and, as Peter Lake has 
argued, it is one of the few reliable guides available to modern scholars interested in 
studying what truly distinguished the various components of the early modern English 
religious spectrum.64  The same logic here applied to medico-moral and sermon literature 
may also be applied to the theater.  In fact, Jeffrey Knapp has recently argued for an ethos 
of “rogue nationalism” among England’s theater people.  In Knapp’s account, the theater 
imagined itself as a locus of good-fellowship and a charitable alternative to the excessive 
scruples of hotter Protestant preaching: “Antitheatricalists condemned theater people for 
their excessive willingness to please … But the church’s linkage of rhetorical 
adaptiveness to evangelical inclusiveness encouraged theater people to portray 
themselves instead as communitarian by profession.”65  Marlowe receives almost no 
attention in this regard.  Knapp essentially excludes him from this crew of good fellows 
because he “seems to have gloried in double-dealing of all kinds.”66  In other words, 
Marlowe seems genuinely to have been a rogue, whereas playwrights like Shakespeare, 
Jonson, Greene, Nashe, and Dekker exploited the rogue stereotype as a means to 
effecting holy cozenage.  Ultimately, we cannot pretend to know how Marlowe truly felt 
towards double-dealing of any kind.  We can say, however, that Faustus glories in it and 
grieves over it and ultimately is dismembered by it.  Furthermore, we can say that his 
literal dismemberment (traces of which are described in the final scene of the B-text only) 
serve as the full outward representation of an inward fragmentation that has persisted 
                                                
64 See Peter Lake, “‘A Charitable Christian Hatred’: The Godly and their Enemies in the 1630s,” The 
Culture of English Puritanism, 1560-1700, eds., Christopher Durston and Jacqueline Eales (London: 
Macmillan, 1996), pp. 145-183. 
65 Jeffrey Knapp, Shakespeare’s Tribe: Church, Nation, and Theater in Renaissance England (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2002), pp. 27-28. 
66 Ibid., p. 13. 
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from the play’s very beginning.  Lest we—or Marlowe’s original audiences—should be 
too confident of damnation’s legibility in these parts, however, it seems fitting the play 
should end in the same ambiguities with which it began. 
In Faustus and the Censor, William Empson contends that a lost, original version 
of Marlowe’s play held out a clear hope for its hero’s salvation, but one need not track 
down lost versions to argue for obfuscation in the play’s treatment of salvation and 
damnation.  As Leah Marcus has demonstrated, deviations between the extant A and B 
texts must significantly alter the way we read certain dimensions of the play, and this 
complication is nowhere more telling than in the final act.  Marcus’s reading of Faustus’s 
final dismemberment as “the outward signs of his perdition” excludes the possibility that, 
in his last moments, Faustus has repented, thereby forcing Mephistopheles to make good 
on his earlier threats.67  It is worth imagining that Faustus’s mangled, but discarded, limbs 
represent the voided state of his contract with Lucifer.  At the same time, we should 
credit the possibility that, in his lukewarmness, Faustus could satisfy the charitable 
Christian hatred of all theater-goers, whether conformist, ultra-protestant, or even 
recusant Catholic.  Men and women who would seldom if ever agree about saving virtues 
or damning sins could nevertheless agree that Faustus’s melancholy (“I do repent, and yet 
I do despaire”) was of the chronic, damning variety (A, 1330; B, 1844).  These 
ambiguities put the Faustian audience in a rather unique position: unified by their belief 
that spiritual irresolution was even worse than misdirected zeal.  With no friends to read 
him charitably—no partisan faction of magi—Faustus must be the odd man out.  Faustus 
                                                
67 Leah Marcus, “Textual Indeterminacy & Ideological Difference: The Case of Doctor Faustus,” 
Renaissance Drama 20 (1989): 11. 
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must be damned, not because any Philip, Gregory, Harry, or Martin says so but rather 
because not one of them, nor Marlowe either, says he is not.  
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Chapter 4 
Constant Turmoil: Inward and Outward Callings in George Herbert’s The Temple 
 
In May of 1622, George Herbert sought to comfort his ailing mother by 
comparing her “present fear and sorrow” to the awful but ultimately brief “fiery-tryals” 
of the martyrs.1  In this letter, Herbert reorients the idea of salutary religious suffering 
from the public spectacle of martyrdom to the more humble agonies of daily living and 
dying.  Interestingly, his choice of “fear and sorrow” emphasizes an identification 
between inward “passions”—particularly ones typically viewed as pernicious and often 
unseemly—and heroic religious Passion: nobly enduring in the calling to die for one’s 
faith.  The internalization of martyr-like virtue belonged to a well-worn tradition, of 
course.  From the fourth century on, the Catholic church had promoted an ideal of 
“spiritual martyrdom,” linking perseverance in hardships of all kinds with the virtue of 
patience.  According to The Golden Legend, for example, the patient man is a martyr 
“without iron.”2   In Herbert’s theology, however, the very idea of the human motive to 
virtue was held in deep suspicion.  As a result, the portrait of inward sacrifice suggested 
in his letter and extensively developed in the lyrics of The Temple is expressed as a 
remarkable form of inward restlessness.  In this chapter, I argue that Herbert’s vision of 
                                                
1 George Herbert, The Works of George Herbert, ed. F. E. Hutchinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1941), pp. 
373-374.  Hereafter, citations of Herbert’s poetry will appear in the text. 
2 Cited in Brad S. Gregory, Salvation at Stake: Christian Martyrdom in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge: 
Harvard UP, 2001),  p. 51.  
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Christian calling—the place, in other words, of the pious self in the world—entails a 
cultivation and practice of insecurity.  Herbert treats calling as an obligation to exist 
between states of comfort and anxiety—in the transitions between the nobler but still 
dangerous passions (joy and love) and the more typically unwholesome passions (sorrow 
and fear).  Rather than promoting an Aristotelian mean in the management of inward 
states, as Michael Schoenfeldt has skillfully argued, Herbert valorizes the points of 
greatest volatility.3  These upheavals provide the best opportunities for surrendering 
control of self and soul.  As such they also represent the best bid—a self-annihilating 
bid—for the superior control of Christ’s will acting upon the personal interior. 
 Numerous studies already exist on the role of professional and priestly vocation in 
Herbert’s poetry.  My goal is not to reprise those arguments here.  Nevertheless, any 
examination of the poetry’s emotional texture must reckon with the powerful allure and 
anguish Christian calling presents in The Temple.  Appropriately enough, “The Call” sets 
the table for this type of inquiry.  In three formally ingenious quatrains, the speaker 
exultantly beckons Christ, who has—as the “Way,” “Truth,” and “Life” (1)—presumably 
already beckoned the speaker.  Significantly, the poem resolves the key attributes of the 
call in affective terms: 
Come, my Joy, my Love, my Heart: 
Such a Joy, as none can move: 
Such a Love, as none can part: 
Such a Heart, as joys in love.  (9-12) 
 
Inviting the trinity of heart, joy, and love in this way demonstrates how central the 
salutary passions are to the speaker’s understanding of his own piety.  Despite its 
                                                
3 For Schoenfeldt’s argument, see Bodies and Selves in Early Modern England: Physiology and Inwardness 
in Spenser, Shakespeare, Herbert, and Milton (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), pp. 96-130. 
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celebratory tones, however, this invitation also opens some unexpected room for doubt 
about the stability of the speaker’s inward economy.  In contrast to The Temple’s final 
lyric, “Love (III),” where Love beckons a hesitant speaker, here the speaker is the one 
bidding Love welcome.  In “The Call,” it is Love who must be coaxed forward.  This 
may give us pause to wonder whether Christ is as active in the speaker’s daily experience 
as the verbs in the poem suggest.  Since Love’s presence provides the warrant for the 
speaker’s celebration, the mildest implication of lack is perplexing.  In Herbert’s darker 
poems, such as the “Affliction” sequence, God is only really palpably present as an agent 
of deprivation, “taking” the speaker from his “wayes” in “Affliction (I),” grieving the 
speaker’s heart in “Affliction (III),” standing by in “Affliction (IV)” as the speaker is 
“tortured in the space / Betwixt this world and that of Grace” (5-6).  “The Call” is not a 
dark poem of this sort.  Significantly, however, even in a moment of seeming ease, the 
speaker betrays an inkling of those “sour-sweet days” (“Bitter-Sweet,” 7) where his sense 
of Christ’s mercy is exchanged for “grief alone” (“Affliction [II],” 11).  Thus, a gesture 
that could strike secular-minded readers as ironic is anything but.  The sense of grievous 
uncertainty and doubt surfacing and resurfacing in The Temple serves as a modulation of, 
rather than an interruption in, the speaker’s faith. 
 The affective modulation in Herbert’s work involves tonal shifts that can be 
surprising much as such shifts can be in musical structures.  John Donne’s sermons 
provide some helpful context, however, for reconciling expressions of dejection and zeal.  
In a sermon preached on the conversion of St. Paul, 1629, Donne maintains that his 
audience should regard calamity as a “signe … Christ Jesus is coming towards thee.”4  
                                                
4 John Donne, “Sermon XLVIII,” LXXX Sermons (London, 1640), p. 480. 
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Donne glosses Philippians 1:39 as a Pauline endorsement of suffering “as a kinde of 
assurance” in addition to having faith itself.  All of this he couches in seemingly 
paradoxical emotional terms: “A greater joy cannot enter my heart then this, To suffer for 
him that suffered for me.”5   
 Herbert’s “The Sinner” voices this kind of joy-in-suffering in its own way.  The 
speaker is feeling a more unmistakable absence than the one hovering behind “The Call,” 
but his principal gesture is the same: “Lord restore thine image, hear my call” (12).  God 
is present most indelibly in the speaker’s grief over God’s absence.  The discomfort of 
this and the hope of it are both manifest in the speaker’s attempt to account for his sinful 
days in song: “Each seventh note by right is due to thee” (4).  His failure to sing properly 
has led to “quarries of piled vanities” (5) rather than unity with God, but it has also led to 
the “groan” (13) that is the poem’s call.  According to the medico-moral doctrines of the 
era, groans—like sighs, tears, penitential prayers, and cries for mercy—served as more 
than mere signs of inner turmoil.  They had potential therapeutic efficacy for overheated 
hearts.  Insofar the physiology of the Christian was also sacred physiology, such 
ventilations of the heart might serve the function of devotional physic.  Hence Donne’s 
praise for David’s expressions of sorrow: “godly sorrow brings a sinner to a care … and 
that care to a clearing of himselfe, not … by way of excuse … but … by way of 
physick.”6   
 
 
                                                
5 Ibid. 
6 John Donne, The Sermons of John Donne, eds. Evelyn M. Simpson and George R. Potter (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1956), 8.8.206.  
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I.  Herbert’s Holy Cozenage: The Evangelizing Power of Passion 
Prior to Herbert, poetry had not been figured among the officially sanctioned 
Protestant vocations.  According to Walton, at least, Herbert nevertheless did view it as a 
potentially powerful component of his pastoral vocation.  His directions to Nicholas 
Ferrar for the custody of The Temple manuscript suggest as much: “Desire him to read it, 
and then if he can think it may turn to the advantage any dejected poor soul, let it be 
made publick.”7  Ferrar seems to have agreed, and contemporary reception suggests he 
would not have been alone. By the end of the seventeenth century, the pastoral qualities 
of Herbert’s work were widely praised for saving souls, or as Joshua Poole put it,   
“cozen[ing] unwilling Patients into health.”8  Protestant preaching—Herbert’s official 
vocation—was meant to affect its audience.  Ministers of the later-Tudor period and 
beyond styled themselves as physicians of the soul.9  By activating feelings of comfort 
and terror in their auditors, preachers sought to evangelize not just to the mind but also to 
the heart.  In The Living Temple, Stanley Fish has helpfully pointed to the catechistical 
properties of Herbert’s poetry.  Additionally, I would stress that the emotional contortions 
of Herbert’s poetic speaker in particular seem designed to further the work of bracing 
sermonizing.  After all, according to the first stanza of “The Church-Porch,” “a verse may 
finde him, who a sermon flies” (5).  
                                                
7 Izaak Walton, “Life of Mr. George Herbert,” (1670), in Lives, ed. George Saintsbury (London: Oxford 
UP, 1927), 314. 
8 R.H. Ray, “George Herbert in the Seventeenth Century: Allusions to Him, Collected and Annotated,” 
(Ph.D. Diss., University of Texas, 1967), p. 136, quoted in Fish, The Living Temple, p. 51. 
9 This concept is most thoroughly interrogated by William Haller in The Rise of Puritanism (New York, 
Harper, 1938).  Although Haller is particularly interested in its application to the “Puritan” movement as he 
rather loosely defines it, the sermons of John Donne provide adequate evidence in and of themselves that 
such emotional/spiritual therapeutics were part of broader trend in the Protestant ministry. 
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 As the speaker of “Jordan (II)” attempts to perform his duty, he finds poetry and 
divinity are less compatible than he would like.  Singing his “heav’nly joys” initially has 
“lustre” because it holds promise of being a pious endeavor.  As the poem’s title 
suggests, a typological link is being drawn between the speaker’s words and the Old 
Testament progress of God’s chosen people from a world of aimless wandering (typified 
by the desert of Israelite exile) to paradise (typified by the Promised Land of Canaan).  
Herbert also seems to be working with the New Testament commentary on this story 
provided by Hebrews.  In that epistle, Christ is compared to both Moses and his brother 
Aaron.  Ultimately, Christ is established as the “great high priest who fulfills and 
completes the Jewish system of sacrifice.”10  In Hebrews, Canaan is identified with God’s 
“rest,” or Sabbath, which is denied to those lost in the wilderness of sin.  Through the 
imputation of the world’s sins, Christ is able to summon believers to enter that rest.  In 
turn, the scripture encourages Christians to “approach the throne of grace with boldness” 
(4.16).  The Jordan River is the threshold of the change from “bustling” wilderness to 
worshipful repose.  As quickly becomes obvious in “Jordan (II),” the speaker means to 
approach with boldness, but he has trouble reconciling the work such boldness seems to 
require with the obligatory rest of sabbath. 
 In his pastoral work, the speaker’s intention is not simply to mention heavenly 
joys but also to mention them to others.  In this sense, the “invention” of the poem may 
be aimed at serving the same purpose proposed by another poem, “The Invitation.”  In his 
priestly persona, the speaker of “The Invitation” courts all to participate in Christ’s 
sacrifice, even those with disobedient “taste” (1), who have “drunk amisse” (10).  In 
                                                
10 “The Letter to the Hebrews,” in The New Oxford Annotated Bible, ed. Michael D. Coogan, 3rd ed. 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), p. 369. 
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“Jordan (II),” by mentioning his “heav’nly joys,” the speaker likewise means to advertise 
Christ’s gifts to others.  “Decking the sense as if it were to sell” (6) takes on a particularly 
evangelical cast when read in this way.  An indelicate proximity between saving and 
swindling ones parishioners emerges here, however, and this is an understandable source 
of anxiety for the speaker. 
A poem with “Jordan” in its title might ideally align its speaker with Moses, 
conveying God’s love to his followers and leading them out of exile according to God’s 
will.  Unfortunately, in this case, the speaker’s mandated “plain intention” is distorted by 
his own imperfections, and the poem’s pastoral potential seems to fizzle out as soon as it 
has been suggested.  In “Jordan (II),” as the speaker admits, his work has not been good: 
“I often blotted what I had begunne” (9).  The voice of a “friend,” commonly identified 
as Christ, intervenes with a “whisper” (16) in order to correct the speaker’s narcissistic 
ambition but also—as a kind of almighty creative writing professor—to make the work 
better: 
 How wide is all this long pretence! 
There is in love a sweetnesse readie penn’d: 
Copie out onely that, and save expense. (16-18)   
 
The poetry has not only been precious or overwrought, it and its speaker-author have 
been “wide.”  They have ranged from the proper object of their labors.  The speaker’s 
misapprehension of the relationship between the duties that come with his individual 
talents and the broader duties that come with being one of God’s creatures has been 
reflected in poetry that weaves the “self into the sense.”   The speaker’s hesitation 
regarding the experience—his claim that he “might heare” (15)—suggests, in both a 
literal and figurative sense, that he cannot believe what he is hearing.  He is so baffled he 
  
 144 
cannot separate what he might wish to hear from what he might have actually heard.  Nor 
can he say where such whispering might have come from, a friend or himself.  This 
disorientation could be read as very discouraging. 
In “Jordan (II),” however, the widely discussed flame metaphor into which the 
speaker weaves himself is not as pejorative as it might first appear.  Rosemond Tuve 
describes the emotional polyvalence of the image with clarity: 
The flames are his warm love (his very self) but also his 
love as burnt offering (selfless, a sacrifice), and the figure 
is for one thing an accurate description of the spiraling self-
deceptions of the human psyche as it tries to ‘ascend.’  The 
image in these two lines is equally a statement of a 
fundamental human problem—the painful paradoxical 
attempt to lose the self in sacrifice, to devote the very 
personality without ceasing to be a person and yet without 
trace of self-interest.11 
 
What Tuve describes as a “fundamental human problem” is particularly intense in 
Herbert’s speaker, and the distinction between sacrificial and self-interested emotional 
burning is a hard—maybe impossible—one to make.  Although the speaker claims that he 
simply wants to “mention” his “heav’nly joys,” he also longs for what he will describe in 
“The Cross” as “some place where I might sing.”  He wishes to ascend, as Tuve observes, 
into a state of powerful sentiment but finds the gratification of such ascent is always cut 
with painful inhibitions.  The speaker of “Joseph’s Coat” proclaims: “I live to show his 
power, who once did bring / my joys to weep” (13-14).  Significantly, the painful features 
of that speaker’s experience are also mingled with joy, as he goes on to reveal in the 
second half of the concluding line: “now [he brings] my griefs to sing” (14).  Another 
heat besides the one Tuve describes—the cardiac heat ventilated by the speaker’s sighs 
                                                
11 Rosemond Tuve, A Reading of George Herbert (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952), p. 190. 
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and groans, as well as his song—manifests itself as the material, organic measure of 
legitimate piety.  The “caloric process” of such intensity and release ultimately produces 
happy results, but it is extremely uncomfortable. 
 In “Jordan (II),” an under-examined instance of the speaker’s almost paralyzing 
self-scrutiny appears in the awkward coordination of lines 11 and 12: “Nothing could 
seem too rich to clothe the sunne, / Much less those joys which trample on his head.”  
Although the first of these lines is one of the most famous in Herbert’s oeuvre, the next 
line is rarely discussed.  Although it is not dense, exactly, its under-examination may be 
attributed to difficulty.  Whether a product of formal compression or “pure” authorial 
intention, the difficulty derives from semantic and grammatical ambiguities that render it 
unsatisfying in relation to the line before it.   In other words, it may have been overlooked 
as inferior poetry.  The line doesn’t seem to conform to a stable gloss so much as it 
produces a “sense” of what it must be meant to indicate.  From a formal standpoint, of 
course, this gesture itself should be significant.  The speaker demonstrates problems with 
his verse through a formal miscue.  Working to resolve the specific ambiguities in the 
line, however, suggests just how inextricable the link is between those constraints the 
speaker feels pushing him to revel in praise and those faulting him for doing so.  The 
excessiveness of “too rich” in line 10, for example, does not agree with the insufficiency 
of “Much less” in line 11 unless we imagine the speaker feeling he is doing too much and 
too little at the same time.  What is to be made of the mixed metaphor between “clothing” 
in line 11 and “trampling” in line 12?  Poetry is meant to dress Christ attractively (much 
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as erotic poetry trades in “Venus Livery”12) but instead stumbles all over its object with 
clumsy “feet.”  What is the referent of “those joys” in line 12?  Are those joys the joys of 
poetry, of loving Christ, “the heav’nly joys” of which he wishes to make mention in 
stanza one?  If it is any or all of these things, the implication must be twofold.  On one 
hand, “self” and volition are closely linked and likewise cursed to inadequacy.  On the 
other, this work of “self” and volition is a source of a joy, which—while immoderate—is 
also sacred.  In order to “clothe,” the speaker must “trample.”  When he praises, he is 
always already gratifying himself as well as God.  Even “anguish,” as the speaker of 
“Joseph’s Coat” indicates, can be dressed in “one of Joy’s coats” (10-11), and according 
to a kind of transitive property of emotion, joy may also be dressed in anguish.  As a 
consequence, in Herbert’s work, “joy” and “grief,” “weeping” and “singing,” and 
“clothing” and “trampling” begin to coalesce. 
Although we might expect the speaker of “Jordan (II)” to be modeled on Moses, 
he more closely resembles Moses’s brother Aaron, who was the first priest of Yahweh, 
but who also placated the doubting masses with a golden idol in the incident known as 
“Chet ha’Egel.”13  In Herbert’s “Aaron,” the speaker confronts the ways the trappings of 
priesthood (particularly clothing and music) can threaten and enhance pastoral activity at 
the same time.  The speaker acknowledges that without Christ as his “dress” he is a 
“poore priest”: “Profanenesse in my head, / Defects and darknesse in my breast, /A noise 
of passions ringing me for dead” (6-8).  In the second stanza, he opposes “Passions 
ringing” to the harmonious music described in all other stanzas, suggesting that inward 
                                                
12 In one of the two sonnets Herbert sent his mother in a New Year’s letter in 1610, he frets: “Doth Poetry / 
Wear Venus Livery?  Only to serve her turn?” (3-4).  The ensuing lines further indicate his belief that 
poetry can and should be an evangelical instrument.  The poem is printed in Izaak Walton’s Lives (1676).  
It is reprinted in Hutchinson, p. 206. 
13 See Exodus 32:4. 
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volatility mars the beauty and integrity of the work properly “tuned by Christ” (23).  
Aaron was known for his eloquence, but “true Aarons” (5) defer to “another music” (13), 
which is a component (along with a new “head,” “heart,” and “breast”) of the Christian 
uniform dressing the speaker at the end of the poem.14  Thus outfitted, the speaker can 
comfortably perform his evangelizing duties, as he seems to be doing in the poem’s final 
line: “Come people.”  Curiously, extravagance, which is superfluous when the speaker of 
“Jordan (II)” employs it to “clothe the sunne,” becomes necessary when the appareling 
arrangement is reversed.  “True Aarons,” among whom the speaker of “Aaron” ultimately 
counts himself, are described in terms the speaker of “Jordan (II)” would find overly 
elaborate if the clothier were himself rather than Christ.  This semantic gesture is 
reproduced formally in Herbert’s lapidary turning of the same five end words through 
five stanzas.   
In The Temple, decorative verse and priestly garb tend to bear dangerous 
resemblance.  Both have value as supplements to pious work, but each easily turns into a 
mode of narcissistic self-presentation.  Broadly speaking, Herbert views adornment and 
ceremony suspiciously.  Language and clothing frequently merge in his poems as media 
for expressing the dangers of human gullibility in this domain.  One of the precepts of the 
“Church-Porch,” for example, warns against a disparity between one’s “worth and 
service” and one’s “pleading clothes” (181-182).  In other words, fastidious appearances 
only emphasize any inadequacy they are meant to cover.  Fine clothes utter lies about 
one’s merit but also ultimately utter the truth by protesting too much.    In “Providence,” 
which proclaims that “man is the world’s high priest,” human uniqueness in wearing 
                                                
14 For Biblical reference to Aaron’s eloquence, see Exodus 4:14-16. 
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clothes is important not as a mark of prestige but because it betrays a special weakness: 
“Nothing wears clothes but Man; nothing doth need / But he to wear them” (109-110).   
To be dressed in Christ (in “Aaron”) rather than to be dressing Christ in oneself 
(in “Jordan [II]”) seemingly makes all the difference when it comes to the proprieties of 
evangelizing through poetry.  The speaker of the former appears unbothered by the 
trepidation we find in the latter.  We must be careful here, however.  Even a “true Aaron” 
is still an Aaron.  That is, a sinner.  His priestly dignity is always haunted by the smirch 
of idolatrous error.  Here, as in “The Sinner,” the “call” runs the risk of turning into 
“piled vanities.”  By subsuming the speaker in “Aaron,” Christ is positioned as the 
beautifying agent behind the “light and perfections” and “harmonious bells” dressing the 
poet-priest and his poem, but the technical virtuosity of the poem still calls attention to 
the poet himself.  As a human utterance, the poem’s call (“Come people”) echoes other 
calls in The Temple, reminding speaker and reader that feelings of personal spiritual 
security are always contingent.  
The voice of Christ intruding on “Jordan (II)” resembles the counseling voice 
implied by many poems in the Petrarchan tradition.  Most directly, it is a parody of the 
muse from the opening poem of Sir Philip Sidney’s Astrophil and Stella: “Foole, said my 
Muse to me, looke in thy heart and write.”15   In a sense, Herbert is striving to convert the 
fallen trope to a sacred purpose as he does with secular poetic material more generally.  
Significantly, however, the voice in “Jordan (II)” produces a serendipitous special effect 
not available in secular sources.  Associated with the voice of God, the counsel takes on 
all of the scriptural inheritance of direct personal interaction with the divine.  Under such 
                                                
15 Sir Philip Sidney, “Astrophil and Stella,” English Sixteenth-Century Verse: An Anthology, ed. Richard S. 
Sylvester (New York, Norton, 1974), p. 417. 
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circumstances, the proper human posture is one of complete humiliation.  Ironically, this 
moment and other ones like it in Herbert’s “Love (III),” “The Collar,” and “The Cross” 
represent at least a hint of self-indulgence alongside humility.  To be in God’s presence, 
perhaps especially as a heart-sick penitent, can be an experience of elevation above the 
rest of humanity.  In claiming to be clothed in Christ, as the speaker of “Aaron” does, one 
also claims special status and flirts with immodesty.  That being said, it is still significant 
to observe the degree of tentativeness with which Herbert’s speaker approaches the 
intruding utterances in his poems.  Although it is reasonable for the reader to assume that 
the counselor is God, the speaker often takes pains to avoid saying so absolutely.  In 
“Jordan (II),” it is a “friend,” whom the speaker claims, “I might hear…/ Whisper” (15-
16, emphasis mine).  In “The Collar,” it is “one” “Me thoughts I heard” (35, emphasis 
mine).16  If the point is to renovate a fallen trope, why hesitate so purposefully?   
 
II. Retaining the Offense: Residues of Self-Interest as a Prompt to Further Work 
The speaker’s hesitation is a consequence of the complicated relationship between 
emotional and spiritual mandates in Reformed Christianity.  In Love Known, Strier has 
stressed the emphasis earlier reformers (Luther, Tyndale, and Calvin) and later reformers 
(Sibbes) placed on the role of the heart in the phenomenology of faith.  Strier has also 
made a case, in “Against the Rule of Reason,” for the strong anti-Stoic impulse in 
                                                
16 It may be argued that the speaker resolves this ambiguity in “The Collar” and “Love (III) by later 
addressing the voice as “My Lord,” but even this term is less clear in its reference than it first appears.  As 
Michael Schoenfeldt has demonstrated, Herbert purposefully blurs the lines between political and spiritual 
discourse as a way of venting aggression in both domains while maintaining a degree of plausible 
deniability.   Furthermore, given the quasi-masochistic tenor of the love relationship between Herbert and 
the counselor, the terms “Lord” and “Love” can be read as almost synonymous forms of erotic rather than 
spiritual address.   
  
 150 
Reformed Christianity.17  For all of the Reformation’s major spokesmen, Strier reminds 
us, an important distinction existed between general faith and personal faith.  With 
casuistic and soteriological questions, answers were not to be sought through the 
application of the intellect but in the evidence of the heart.  As Strier—citing Calvin—
further argues, “only the regenerate can feel the ‘inward testimony of the Spirit’ to the 
truth of the Word, and, more centrally, only the Spirit can provide the human heart, ‘in its 
infirmity and consciousness of sin,’ with an absolute assurance of its own salvation.”18  
Strier follows Calvin’s assumption that feeling—unlike thinking—is unambiguously 
authentic, but Herbert’s poetry does not always support this view.  Indeed, Christina 
Malcolmson reads the interplay between “Jordan (II)” and Sidney’s Astrophil and Stella 
as disparaging to both thinking and feeling: 
Sidney’s solution, to ‘look in the heart and write’ (14) is, 
for Herbert, to allow one’s thoughts to ‘burnish, sprout, and 
swell’ (4) … These last lines imitate the last lines of 
Sidney’s poem, directing the speaker to look in his heart 
rather than the brain.  But Herbert alone seems to be 
emphasizing the release from energetic effort rather than 
the use of energia.19 
 
At this moment, according to Malcolmson, Herbert’s speaker gratefully surrenders his 
own subjectivity to Christ’s domination.  In Self-Consuming Artifacts, however, Stanley 
Fish has taken yet another view.  In his assessment, Christ’s words suggest a similar 
solution to the problem but one that registers as less-than-entirely welcome.  The 
injunction to “Copy out” only love that is “ready penned” resolves the problem of 
                                                
17 Richard Strier, “Against the Rule of Reason: Praise of Passion from Petrarch to Luther to Shakespeare to 
Herbert,” Reading the Early Modern Passions, eds. Gail Kern Paster, Katherine Rowe, and Mary Floyd-
Wilson (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004), pp. 23-42. 
18 Richard Strier, Love Known: Theology and Experience in George Herbert's Poetry (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1983), pp. 144-5.  Strier’s citation of Calvin is taken from Institutes 1.7.4. 
19 Christina Malcolmson, Heart-Work (Stanford: Stanford UP, 1999), pp. 109-111. 
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authorial self-glorification but does so by issuing a disabling stroke to the speaker’s 
powers of authorial invention.20  My own reading leads me to believe none of these 
assessments is quite accurate.  Herbert’s speaker purposefully equivocates between the 
surrender of individuality and the defense of it.  Ultimately, the theologically vexed 
question of personal uniqueness works as a kind of “strange attractor” for the restless 
feelings propelling the speaker’s self-presentation.  However strongly Reformed 
Christianity opposed Stoic apatheia, it sustained an ambivalent and ever-shifting attitude 
towards the influence of emotion.  Herbert’s answer is to embrace both feeling and 
thinking and to accept the strain produced by such capacious embrace. 
 As I’ve already suggested, the voice at the end of “Jordan (II)” could be Christ’s, 
but Herbert’s speaker makes sure that we cannot know that it is.  Significantly, as the 
speaker “bustle[s],” the “friend” (15) intervenes in a way just barely audible.  By opting 
to describe the friend’s utterance as a “whisper” (16), Herbert undercuts any reading of 
this as a conventional presentation of direct address from God.  The poem’s last three 
lines read far less magisterially when we recall that they have been delivered sotto voce 
or perhaps not at all: “while I bustled, I might heare” (15, emphasis mine).  As with the 
“All” of “The Invitation” which should be present—“Where is All, there All should be” 
(36)—but which leaves us with the sense that the speaker may be addressing no one other 
than himself after all, so the counseling/consoling voice that finishes “Jordan (II)” can, at 
best, be an echo of an address by God—one the speaker cannot be sure he ever really 
heard.  Such equivocation serves to protect the speaker’s individual creative agenda to 
some degree, and such protection seems at least partially justifiable.  Insofar as the 
                                                
20 Stanley Fish, Self-Consuming Artifacts (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972), p. 199. 
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production of religious verse has an evangelistic purpose, it has some claim to vocational 
legitimacy.  The speaker may be uneasy about this claim, but he is equally uneasy about 
disavowing it.  
 Similar problems arise in “Love (III),” The Temple’s final lyric, which again picks 
up the trope of the divine counselor along with Herbert’s Eucharistic preoccupation and 
serves as a more intimate counterpart to “The Invitation.”   Diana Benet characterizes her 
grouping of “the employment poems” as being “set in motion by ‘The Sacrifice’ and set 
in its proper perspective by ‘Love’ (III).” Benet treats this sequence as a linear narrative 
concerning the maturity of the Christian self (and, at least vaguely, Herbert’s own 
Christian self).  According to this account, “Love (III)” is the “epilogue” to Herbert’s 
search for proper employment in the world.  The poem is “a final statement on love and 
service,” and “[t]here is no doubt God’s free love is victorious over all questions of the 
Christian’s worthiness.”21  Although I agree with Benet that the location of “Love (III)” at 
the end of The Temple is significant, the poem need not indicate the kind of resolution 
she insists upon.  Tuve famously suggested, “To Herbert’s sensitive conscience, his 
Jordans never stayed crossed,” and in “The Bunch of Grapes” Herbert’s speaker confirms 
his tendency to revisit bodies of water he thought far behind him: “I did towards Canaan 
draw, but now I am / Brought back to the Red Sea, the sea of shame”(6-8).22  “Joy,” as 
this poem indicates, cannot be stored against spoilage indefinitely: “Joy, I did lock thee 
up: but…”(1).  The process of spiritual and emotional purification typified by one body 
of water (Jordan) can always morph into the spiritual and emotional degradation typified 
                                                
21 Diana Benet, Secretary of Praise: The Poetic Vocation of George Herbert (Columbia: University of 
Missouri Press, 1984), pp. 104, 188-9. 
22 Tuve, A Reading, p. 196. 
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by another (the Red Sea).  Applied to the intermingling of ecclesiastical metaphor and 
metaphors of human interiority in The Temple more generally, this lesson reminds us that 
neither the Christian’s spiritual-vocational ontogeny nor the reader’s experience of the 
many rooms of The Temple should be imagined as a straightforward course from sorrow 
and fear to love and joy.   
The jagged course of these experiences is replicated in the verbal badinage 
between the speaker and “Love” in “Love (III).”  Helen Vendler describes this movement 
as “some decorous minuet.”23  Focusing on the poem’s social dimension, Schoenfeldt 
observes that it “pulsates with the restrained rhythms and intentional understatements of 
polite conversation.”24  These restrained rhythms suggest the awkwardness of attempted 
reconciliation that retains consciousness of the damage that made reconciliation 
necessary.  Where Schoenfeldt finds a problematic mixture of humility and aloofness in 
the speaker’s retreat from Love, I see anxieties about whether or not Love’s offer is 
genuinely merciful and about the propriety of trying to act virtuously, even (perhaps 
especially) if that attempt takes place in the sacramental economy.   
The speaker in The Temple, thus, is continually laboring to establish a valid 
correspondence between evangelizing work, poetic work, and the work of maintaining 
the hygiene of his own soul.  Love’s proposals and chastisements, in turn, threaten to 
demolish this project.  The intruding voice of “Jordan (II)” has already cast doubt on the 
speaker’s skills as a poet by usurping the poem’s last three lines, essentially turning them 
into a call to transcription, if not outright silence.  Here, in “Love (III),” the intruding 
                                                
23 Helen Vendler, The Poetry of George Herbert (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1975), pp. 275-6. 
24 Michael C. Schoenfeldt, Prayer and Power: George Herbert and Renaissance Courtship  (Chicago, 
University of Chicago Press, 1991), p. 202. 
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voice (the same “love” in whom “sweetnesse” has been proleptically penned?) offers to 
“serve” the speaker.  Although this gesture seems entirely polite from the standpoint of 
the poem’s hospitality metaphor, it verges on vocational usurpation again when 
considered from the standpoint of the poem’s Eucharistic metaphor.  It is the speaker’s 
job, after all, to serve.  Insofar as his poetic and priestly work are continuous with what 
C. A. Patrides called Herbert’s “Eucharistic sensibility,” the speaker strives to serve 
Christ and his parish, literally and figuratively.  He aims to serve Christ’s will by 
“inviting” his parishioners to partake of the instruments of their own salvation, and he 
aims also to serve Christ to them as custodian of the sacred bread and wine.  As the 
recipient of service, the speaker becomes embarrassed and insecure. 
The liminal space between the speaker and Love at the beginning of “Love (III)” 
may just as likely be comparable to the Red Sea, the “sea of shame” in “The Bunch of 
Grapes,” as to the cleansing waters of the River Jordan.  The speaker is apprehensive 
about what committing to crossing will feel like.  As God’s pitchman in this case, Love 
summons the speaker to accept his hospitality, forgiveness, and companionship.  Love 
ultimately tries to transform the speaker’s trepidation into ease by interrogatively 
reminding the speaker of the clemency imputed to believers in Christ through his 
sacrifice: “know you not … who bore the blame?”(15).  This “bearing,” however, like the 
“serving” to follow, interferes palpably with the speaker’s sense of his own 
responsibilities.  In “The Priesthood,” serving is treated with high esteem, and its priestly 
practitioners, “th’ holy men of God” (25), are praised as “pure things” (29).  A reciprocal 
relationship exists in that poem between the work performed by the priests’ hands which 
“convey” God and God himself, “who conveys their hands” (28).  In “Love (III),” 
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however, Love has arrogated all active forms of toil and suffering to itself.  The speaker’s 
is given no choice but to play a passive role in their interaction, and at some level this 
registers as a feeling of personal dereliction.  Theologically speaking, Love’s offer 
coincides comfortably with Protestant salvation theology.  In the case of the speaker’s 
individual soul, Grace may only come as an unmerited gift.  The speaker’s sense of his 
obligations to others and to the order of his own inward economy persist nonetheless.  
Ultimately, the speaker recognizes that he is not “holy, pure, and clear” (6), as The 
Temple’s “Superliminare” demands.  He is not a “pure thing” like the priests in “The 
Priesthood.”  Nevertheless, he is one who “groneth to be so” (7).  The poetry itself serves 
as a manifestation of this sacred groaning: a mixture of activity and passivity that 
epitomizes Herbert’s vocational, lyrical, and corporeal piety. 
 
III.  “If either will convert us”: Why Bad Things Happen to Good Poets. 
“Joseph’s Coat” again provides a useful frame of reference for the speaker’s view 
on the relationship between the emotional complexion of his poetic project and the 
general state of the soul: “Wounded I sing, tormented I indite, / Thrown down I fall into a 
bed, and rest” (1-2).  Singing and writing (or “indit[ing]” (1)) are paired with injury and 
punishment, and it is initially unclear whether these activities issue from “wound” and 
“torment” or produce them.  The transformation, in the next line, of violent expulsion 
into “rest” (2), however, suggests that singing and suffering coact.  The same is also true 
of falling (or, failing) and resting.  Spiritual assurance, which Herbert would identify as 
the gift of Grace, is radically mercurial in The Temple.  The speaker vainly seeks such 
relief through most of the book and frequently wonders or speculates about the design 
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behind his discomforts and respites.  Insofar as physical comfort does arrive, however, it 
often brings a form of affective torture with it.  Especially in his good moments (the 
moments he is able to collect himself and reflect on his experiences), the speaker must 
face the possibility that God has been hurting him on purpose.  In turn, the speaker must 
find a way to reconcile himself to this possibility.  In “Love (III),” as I have begun to 
suggest, rest registers as both a prize and a punishment.  But orchestrating such 
mutability, as “Joseph’s Coat” reminds us, is God’s prerogative: “Sorrow hath changed 
its note: such is his will, / Who changeth all things, as him pleaseth best” (3-4).   
The problem is treated most revealingly in “The Pulley,” which follows directly 
from “Joseph’s Coat” and uses as its central conceit a method of torture (also known as 
“the strappado” and “squassation”) where the victim is lifted by his shackled wrists into a 
hanging position and dropped repeatedly, violently jolting his entire body.25  According to 
the narrative of “The Pulley,” God gives humankind every blessing available at creation 
except “rest.”  He withholds it for fear of complacency, which might lead his creatures to 
“adore my gifts instead of me.” God opts instead to temper strength, beauty, wisdom, 
honor, and pleasure with “repining restlessness” (13, 17).  This restlessness, he confides, 
will serve as an incentive to seek him out: “If goodnesse leade him not, yet wearinesse, 
may tosse him to my breast” (19-20).  From God’s perspective, goodness and weariness 
are not significantly different.  The fact that “the good” (here taken to mean those who 
would seek God out spontaneously) cannot escape punishment is an incidental detail.  
Everybody, as the speaker’s case documents well, hurts.  When it comes to the elect, or 
“the good,” this hurt is part of their calling.  Conscientious worry is an affective 
                                                
25 Raymond B. Waddington, “The Title Image of Herbert’s ‘The Pulley,’” George Herbert Journal 9:2 
(1986): 49-53.  
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compliment to worldly toil—neither punitive nor exactly purgative, but obligatory 
nonetheless.  If this is cruelty on God’s part, Herbert’s speaker tends to conclude, it is a 
case of God being “cruel,” as Hamlet says in a very different context, “to be kind.” 
 Paradoxically enough, this hurt—especially as it is modulated over the course of 
a human life (or the text of The Temple)—is one of the few legible indices of Grace.  
Insofar as spiritual ease threatens to become complacency, the ideal orientation towards 
the challenges of being animal and spirit simultaneously are uncertainty and irresolution.  
These are the qualities that protect the human creature from its own errancy.  From this 
point of view, stability can be as painful as restlessness, and it often feels less authentic as 
a mode of pilgrimage through a depraved world.  Love between God and his creatures, as 
the speaker of “Obedience” recognizes, is a “strange love” (27) that demonstrates itself 
through “death” (26), “blood” (26), and “sorrow” (28).  The speaker thus rather 
disobediently wishes to “purchase” (35) this love with his writing, for himself and for 
others:  
How happy were my part, 
If some kind man would thrust his heart 
Into these lines; till in heav’n’s Court of Rolls 
They were by winged souls  
Ent’red for both.  (41-45) 
 
He hopes that as his “heart doth bleed” (6) on the page, he might be reciprocating 
Christ’s strange love, thereby approaching the “desert” (45) he disavows at the poem’s 
conclusion.    
In the next poem, “Conscience,” however, as well as in “Assurance,” the speaker 
faces the brutality of introspection with a longing for rest.  In “Conscience,” the speaker 
has “lost both … eyes and ears” (6) to the hyperactive “prattler” (1) within, for whom 
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“music … doth howl” (4).  In “Assurance,” the prattler is replaced by a similar “spiteful, 
bitter thought” (1), which “torture[s]” (3) the speaker with the possibility that he might 
not stand within the covenant of grace.  Faced with this kind of anxiety—quite normal 
and even, to some degree, encouraged among godly Christians in the period—the speaker 
hardly longs to be a more active participant in his own salvation.  Here, rather, he 
attributes all work and all “desert” (25) to Christ: 
Thou art not only to perform thy part, 
But also mine; as when the league was made 
 Thou didst at once thyself indite, 
 And hold my hand while I did write.  (27-30) 
 
Instead of retreating in concern over Christ’s usurpation of his vocational role in this 
case, the speaker practically demands that Christ “perform” both “parts.”  Strier interprets 
the “moments of negative feelings” evident in this poem as dangerous temptations against 
which Herbert’s speaker is preserved by faith.  I read them, however, as part of the 
restless emotional dialectic the speaker is expected to soldier through.  Whereas Strier 
argues that “[i]n moments of negative feelings, faith relies on the evidence of something 
not seen or (immediately) felt,” I contend that actually, immediately feeling dark 
emotions is crucial to the way Herbert’s speaker understands and represents joy.26  
That being said, Herbert’s speaker does not always feel that the mixture of 
pleasure and pain obliged by God is fair.  In “The Collar,” he is intensely frustrated by 
the “crosses” inherent in his relationship with God.  The Eucharistic backdrop of the 
poem (“I struck the board”) makes it conspicuous that the Church’s central ritual and 
“marrow of Herbert’s sensibility” could itself be the site of extreme emotional conflict 
for all involved.  “The Collar” represents the speaker most defiantly balking at the 
                                                
26 Strier, Love Known, pp. 218-219. 
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obligation to self-sacrifice.  Although many of Herbert’s critics view this peevishness as a 
defect in Herbert’s speaker, I agree with Deborah Shuger that Herbert identifies with his 
complaining speakers.  They are not simply negative moral examples.  Instead, they are 
emotionally sophisticated creatures “struggling,” as Shuger puts it, “with the question of 
the Bible: the suffering of God’s children.”27  
 The speaker’s retaliatory ambitions always backfire, but they reveal the range of 
his emotional discomfort in dealing with God’s designs.  The petulant violence directed 
at the Lord’s Table in “The Collar” (“I struck the board”) is one attempt at retaliation 
against the toughest, most irrational demands of his callings.  It suggests the speaker is 
impatient with the obligatory sacrifices he associates with following the vocational path.  
Much ink has been spilled enumerating the various puns operative in the poem’s title and 
all are relevant to my reading.  In his edition of Herbert’s English poems, C. A. Patrides 
suggests that the title is not a reference to the modern clerical collar but rather to the 
figurative expression “to slip the collar,” meaning to escape difficulty.  He also suggests 
puns on collar/choler and collar/caller.  Although Patrides claims the last of these is “less 
likely,” I’m most interested in it for the aural interplay it implies.  In this scenario, the 
speaker would be “the called,” and imagining him this way gives an edge to his threats of 
taking flight that they are seldom allowed in critical practice.28  Although the poems of 
The Temple never imagine a coherent alternative to rigors of calling, “The Collar” comes 
close.  The speaker lets his own dangerous emotions (his “Choler”) go “fierce and wilde.”  
He longs for individuation from God’s will and control through an embrace of an 
                                                
27 Deborah Shuger, Habits of Thought in the English Renaissance: Religion, Politics, and the Dominant 
Culture  (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1990; reprint, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
1997), p. 114. 
28 C. A. Patrides, The English Poems of George Herbert (London: Dent, 1974), p. 161. 
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alternative “rode,” presented as the epitome of freedom.  To go “abroad” in this context is 
not only to transgress William Perkins’s injunction against vertical social mobility; it is 
once and for all to plug one’s ears to the call (and its “Caller”) and embrace one’s wide 
ways.  At this point in the poem, we may picture the speaker imaginatively pursuing 
some kind of horizontal spiritual mobility: exchanging the restrictions of God’s love for a 
Faustian voluptuousness.  Of course as Faustus learns, the only alternative to the bind of 
the spiritual collar is the bind of the bodily one, and this “rope of sands” promises far 
worse cross-biases.       
 The intrusion of the friend’s voice in “The Collar” differs from the intrusions of 
other poems most explicitly as it leaves room for the speaker to respond.  Here, that is, 
the speaker does not go silent as he does in Fish’s reading of “Jordan (II).”  All the same, 
the speaker’s reply is hardly defiant.  When he hears “one calling, Child,” he responds 
without hesitation, “My Lord,” reinterpellating himself in the abject position he has just 
been railing against.   It would seem the speaker is, as it were, reined back in by the 
slightest gesture of divine interest.  A tonal disparity exists between the speaker’s 
description of hearing the voice and his description responding to it.  At the height of the 
speaker’s emotional intensity, concurrent with a delirious stream of his own utterances, 
the speaker believes he has heard an alien voice: “But as I rav’d and grew more fierce 
and wilde / At every word, / Me thoughts I heard one calling” (33-5).  Because of the 
noise he himself is generating, it is hard for the speaker to be sure whether he really hears 
anything else.  The position of the phrase “every word,” between the speaker’s raving and 
the word he thinks he hears, renders its reference ambiguous.  The primary sense seems 
to be that “every word” refers back to the speaker’s own ravings.  It seems to him (“Me 
  
 161 
thoughts”) that “every word” of his raving is matched by an undertone of “Child!” 
coming from somewhere else.  Thus, “every word” has two registers.  The clear, top 
register is the speaker’s own voice.  The delitescent, lower register is the voice of one 
calling “Child!”  The mysterious play of contrasts provides a tonal echo for the figurative 
interpenetration of freedom and bondage in “The Collar.”  Following so abruptly on this 
hazy delirium, the speaker’s response to the “one calling” is surprisingly straightforward.  
“I reply’d” is unambiguously directed out of the echo chamber of the speaker’s ravings. 
Clearly, Herbert’s speaker feels burdened by the spiritual responsibilities 
associated with his work (whether we construe work to indicate priestly, poetic, or more 
individual labors of self-orientation with relation to God).  Appropriately enough, “The 
Crosse” is dominated by the dialectical revelation of God’s love through prodding and 
scourging as well as the impediments and obligations of vocational subjectivity.  As is 
common of all complaint poems in The Temple, the number of lines dedicated to agony 
and frustration far exceeds the number of lines delivering the poem’s conciliatory 
statement of acceptance.  The speaker imagines he has earned, after “much delay,” the 
conclusion of a well-lived Christian life, “some place where I might sing.”  He grieves, 
however, that “this deare end” is indivisible from the hardships and impediments, the 
crosses, that constitute the Christian life and which make it feel like a “wrestling” and “a 
combate” (3, 7-8).  Both physical and spiritual afflictions harry the speaker: “One ague 
dwelleth in my bones, / Another in my soul” (13-14).  In lines 17-18 (“I am in all a weak 
disabled thing, / Save in the sight thereof, where strength doth sting”), he recapitulates 
the brutal mixture of sensations he associates with God’s favor.  I parse this densely 
compressed line to mean “I am utterly weak except when I see the Cross and know I am 
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in God’s presence, but being in God’s presence obliges me to feel the sting of remorse for 
any strength I possess because I owe him complete submission.”  Even—perhaps most 
intensely—when he is closest to his redeemer, the speaker feels the repining restlessness 
promised by God in “The Pulley.”  As in “The Priesthood,” where the speaker “dare[s] 
not … put forth [his] hand / To hold the Ark, although it seem to shake” (31-32), even 
this speaker’s best impulses (“when my will doth study thy renown”) are evacuated of 
merit by the fact of his categorical human depravity (“thou turnest th’ edge of all things 
on me still / Taking me up to throw me down”) (20-22). 
Most frustratingly, the speaker’s ability to serve—his ability to follow his 
calling—is inexplicably blocked as soon as the speaker is granted a place to perform: 
And then when after much delay, 
Much wrestling, many a combate, this deare end, 
So much desir’d, is giv’n, to take away 
 My power to serve thee; to unbend 
All my abilities, my designes confound 
And lay my threatenings bleeding on the ground.  (7-12) 
 
As I hope my readings of the speaker’s vocational insecurities has established, his claim 
to have found “some place, where I might sing” should resonate as a remarkable 
accomplishment.  The speaker’s excitement builds through the serialized account of his 
troubles towards a crescendo at the line break between “to take away” and “My power to 
serve thee.”  In that gap, the possibility remains that the object of “to take away” could be 
the speaker’s difficulties rather than his power, but the crestfallen speaker laments to find 
that his reward for enduring one kind of limitation is the imposition of another kind.  This 
formal suspension and collapse mimics the poem’s chief dilemma, so powerfully 
expressed in its accusation of God “Taking me up to throw me down” (22).  The co-
emergence of comfort and agony, which has characterized the speaker’s attempt to 
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understand his relationship with God in vocational terms throughout The Temple, is 
nowhere more evident or stunning.     
 The pain the speaker feels is caused not only by his volitional binds.  He is vexed 
by a sense that God is at once present to goad him and also somehow missing.  The 
unspeakable fear—one Herbert never articulates but which he does approach—is that 
God might not be the source of worldly difficulties.  If the speaker’s crosses were not 
instruments of God’s will, there would be no way to confirm God was taking an interest 
at all.  Of all the speaker’s woes, this is the most intolerable: he may find no end to his 
repining restlessness because he, not God, is its source.  This possibility is passed over as 
quickly as it is raised.  The speaker compares his situation to others where distance 
flatters power and denigrates weakness: “in the midst of delicates to need” and “in 
Paradise to be a weed.”  Again, the speaker finds a mixture of grief and solace in a sense 
his own inadequacy.  He has his “aim,” a position from which he might hope to serve 
properly, but he still lacks the power to perform.  The allusive potential of the verb 
“serve” in particular suggests the priestly, Eucharistic task which intimidates him in “The 
Priesthood” and which is usurped from him in “Love (III).”  The association between 
serving and singing (“I had some place, where I might sing, / And serve thee” [3-4]) 
suggests a synthesis of this priestly task with the work of the poetic calling usurped from 
him in “Jordan (II).”  The cycle of disappointment and hope that the speaker’s vocational 
life follows represents a sustained irritability that is productive if rarely pleasant.  
The speaker addresses God directly and asks for intervention.  Relief comes, in a 
fashion: “these thy contradictions / Are properly a crosse felt by thy sonne” (34-5).  God 
found it proper to afflict his own son with worldly hardship and death, and the speaker 
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finds some comfort in recognizing that suffering crosses aligns him typologically with 
Christ.  From this position, the speaker feels able to claim Christ’s words from the Lord’s 
Prayer as his own.  The last line of the poem (“With but foure words, my words, Thy will 
be done”) offers an example of the strength that “doth sting.”  By offering the speaker a 
sense of contact with God, this sentiment eases his incredulity at the hurt God visits on 
him.  At the same time, however, trying on the type of Christ cannot help but result in a 
poor fit.  From a doctrinal perspective, the four words he speaks are only his in the most 
literal sense: they have come out of him.  Their content, however, as well as their 
provenance reveal the folly of any comfort the speaker might derive from claiming 
ownership.  The words belong to a catechistic dialog, and the catechizer is Christ.  The 
speaker’s final prayer in ventriloquism of the prayer taught by Christ to his disciples does 
suggest a confidence lacking in most of the other poems reviewed in this study.  The 
speaker’s parenthetical assertion that the four words are “my words” seems to border on 
brashness where we have come to expect demurer, as if the speaker is at pains to insure 
the phrase “Thy will be done” not be misconstrued as another divine intrusion.  Because 
the phrase is so obviously an allusion to an utterance by Christ, however, the speaker’s 
claim has little force.  Whereas the speaker suspected “one calling” as an undertone to his 
raving in “The Collar,” we know the speaker is saying these words along with Christ, 
even if the “call-and-response” is mediated by typology rather than direct encounter.  
In the mismatched terms of the speaker’s submission, Herbert offers a quintessential 
glimpse of the difficulties of aligning the “called” Christian with the elusive callings 
alleged to be the pedestrian manifestations of God’s will.  The speaker believes he can 
consent to God’s designs no matter how cruel.  Although such consent is doctrinally 
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irrelevant if not impossible and although taking credit for such consent implies delusions 
of merit, the speaker must believe it possible if he is to accomplish what he believes 
himself called to accomplish.  Despite an orthodoxy that foreclosed on every kind of self-
confidence, the speaker’s temporary, mistaken surge of exuberance at the end of “The 
Crosse” indicates most faithfully his fortunate spiritual state.  It is, ironically, in this 
moment of deluded self-possession that speaker is able to sidestep the vocational 
quandaries which intimidate and paralyze him in much of The Temple.  Ultimately, this 
error of affect allows the speaker to get closer to God than any act of propriety can, and 
although it can never confirm where God is in The Temple, it gives a good sense of 
where—in the words of “The Invitation”—“God should be.” 
 
 
 Afterword 
      
 A guiding impulse behind this dissertation has always been my sense that the 
darker emotional experience of early modern Protestants rarely receives adequate, 
sustained attention as an object of study in its own right.  When the subject does come up, 
the analysis is typically unsatisfying.  Critics preoccupied with modern ideological 
dogmas, for example, have tended to lump crises of conscience into tidy, a-historical 
categories.  One way or another, they treat painful religious passion as a cipher for 
exploitative social and political forces.  In this view, conscientious anguish may be 
construed either as a coercive tool of the powerful, a source of sublimatory satisfaction 
for the weak, or both.  John Stachniewski’s The Persecutory Imagination represents the 
apotheosis of such thinking.  Subtler historians, overly wary of such psychological 
reductionism, have been inclined to attribute Protestant affective distress almost 
exclusively to broad discursive structures or conventional patterns of behavior.  Although 
I am more persuaded by the latter approach than the former, I feel it also pays insufficient 
attention to the idiosyncratic, world-making power of the suffering Protestant subject. 
Over the course of this dissertation, I view the experience of affliction and 
confusion so common to Protestant writing of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth 
centuries as belonging to a unique emotional category.  The experience does not strictly 
conform to modern taxonomic accounts of distress, pathology, or perversion.  At the 
same time, it is more than a superficial pantomime of calcified social tropes.  Put simply, 
Protestant piety truly did involve vehement upheavals, but we putative moderns don’t 
have a ready imaginative framework for considering the full spectrum of feelings 
 associated with such upheaval.  My sense is that the products of the Protestant conscience 
in turmoil must be understood as species of joy as well as anguish.  The varied texts 
examined here are unified by expressions of challenge to the proposition that the two 
should be or even could be separated.  Thus, the sufferings of Thomas Cranmer, Francis 
Spira, John Faustus, and George Herbert’s poetic persona are more than the traces of 
primitive and pitiful inner lives.  Together, they offer us a set of glimpses into a style of 
subjectivity that is, at least partially, alien to us.  It is one where—as Petrarch put it—
“what is in one’s power” is primarily “matter of shame and fear.”1  It is one where divine 
comfort for such dour extremes might be nevertheless within one’s power. 
More broadly speaking, the challenge of this style of subjectivity should 
problematize our present-day reception of Reformation upheaval itself.  Whether one 
imagines English Protestantism as a liberating break with past orthodoxies or little more 
than a Political fiction (as Christopher Haigh, among others, suggests), the complexities 
of Protestant passion (its joyful griefs and grieving joys) indicate an ineluctable 
remainder.  Much like the physiological history to which this dissertation frequently 
turns, the history of religious investment and suffering is messy.  Broad quantifying 
gestures, we all agree, are prone to exclude significant irregularities.  The ambivalence-
verging-on-homeostasis (shame, fear, and comfort) experienced by pious Protestants 
complements what was more or less true of all Christians in the period (and of human 
subjects in any tumultuous circumstance, really): they had no sure place to stand.  Feeling 
ungrounded—however well contained and densely theorized—must have also felt 
scandalous.  The scandal of personal doubts and the scandal of personal certainties seem, 
                                                
1 Quoted in Charles Trinkaus, In Our Image and Likeness: Humanity and Divinity in Italian Humanist 
Thought (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), pp. 45-46. 
 nevertheless, to have been as productive as they were vexatious.  English Protestantism 
did bring something new into the world, even if it was only new to English Protestant’s 
themselves.   
 
 
 
 169 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 
Primary Source Material 
 
 
Augustine.  Confessions.  Translated by R. S. Pine-Coffin.  London: Penguin Books,  
1961. 
 
Augustine.  The City of God.  Edited by David Knowles.  Middlesex: Penguin Books,  
1974. 
 
Bacon, Nathaniel.  A Relation of the Fearefull Estate of Francis Spira, in the yeare, 1548.  
 London, 1640. 
 
Bright, Timothy.  A Treatise of Melancholy.  London, 1613. 
 
Bulwer, John.  Chirologia, or the Natural Language of the Hand.  London, 1644. 
 
Calvin, John.  Institutes of the Christian Religion.  Translated by Ford Lewis Battles.   
Edited by John T. McNeil.  Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1960. 
 
Calvin, John.  “Commentary on Hebrews 2:15.”  In New Testament Commentaries,  
translated by W. B. Johnston.  Vol. 12.  Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963. 
 
Calvin, John.  “On Shunning the Unlawful Rites of the Ungodly and Preserving the  
Purity of the Christian Religion.” In Tracts and Treatises in Defense of the  
Reformed Faith, translated by Henry Beveridge.  Vol. 3.  Grand Rapids,  
Eerdmans, 1958. 
 
Calvin, John.  Preface.  A  notable and mavailous epistle of the famous Doctor, Mathewe  
 Gribalde.  London, 1550. 
 
Coeffeteau, F. N.   A Table of Humane Passions.  With Their Causes and Effects.   
Translated by Edward Grimeston.  London, 1621. 
 
Crooke, Helkiah.  Micrcosmographia: A Description of the Body of Man Together with  
the Controversies Thereto Belonging.  London, 1615.  
 
Dent, Arthur.  The plaine mans Path-way to Heaven.  London, 1607.  
 
Donne, John.  LXXX Sermons.  London, 1640. 
 
Donne, John.  The Poems of John Donne.  Edited by Herbert J. C. Grierson.  London:  
Oxford University Press, 1912. 
 
 170 
Donne, John.  The Sermons of John Donne.  Edited by Evelyn M. Simpson and George  
R. Potter.  Berkeley: University of California Press, 1956. 
 
Featley, Daniel.  “To the Readers.”  In The Purple Island or The Isle of Man, by Phineas  
Fletcher.  Cambridge, 1633. 
 
Felltham, Owen.  Resolves Divine, Morall, and Politicall.  London, 1623. 
 
Foxe, John.  Acts and Monuments.  Edited by Stephen Cattley.  London: Seeley and  
Burnside, 1837-41. 
 
Foxe, John.  Actes and Monuments.  London, 1583. 
 
Foxe, John.  Acts and Monuments.  London, 1610. 
 
Foxe, John.  A Sermon of Christ Crucified.  London, 1609.  
 
Gribaldi, Matthew.  A  notable and mavailous epistle of the famous Doctor, Mathewe  
Gribalde.  Translated by Edward Aglionbi.  London, 1550. 
 
Herbert, George.  The Works of George Herbert.  Edited by F.E. Hutchinson.  Oxford:  
Clarendon Press, 1941. 
 
Latimer, Hugh.  The Works.  Edited by George Elwes Corrie.  Cambridge: Parker  
Society, 1844. 
 
Lipsius, Justus.  On Constancy.  Translated by John Stradling. Edited by John Sellars.   
Exeter: Bristol Phoenix Press, 2006.  
 
Luther, Martin.  “Preface to the Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans.” In Reformation  
Writings of Martin Luther. Translated by Bertram Lee Woolf.  London:  
Lutterworth Press, 1952. 
 
Luther, Martin.  Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians.  In The  
Writings of St. Paul.  Edited by Wayne Meeks.  New York: Norton, 1972. 
 
Marlowe, Christopher.  Doctor Faustus.  In Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus: 1604-1616.   
Edited by W. W. Greg.  Oxford: Clarenton Press, 1950. 
 
Milton, John.  On Christian Doctrine.  In The Prose Works of John Milton.  Translated by  
 Charles R. Sumner.  London: George Bell and Sons, 1877. 
 
Milton, John. The Riverside Milton.  Edited by Roy Flannigan.  New York: Houghton  
Mifflin, 1998. 
 
 
 171 
La Primaudaye, Pierre de.  The French Academie Fully Discoursed and finished in foure  
Bookes.  Translated by Thomas Bowes, Richard Dolman, and W. P.  London,  
1618. 
 
Reynolds, Edward.  A Treatise of the Passions and Faculties of the Soule of Man.  
Gainesville: Scholars’ Facsimilies & Reprints, 1971. 
 
Rogers, Thomas.  A philosophicall discourse, entitled, The anatomie of the minde.   
London, 1576. 
 
Shakespeare, William.  Hamlet.  In The Norton Shakespeare.  Edited by Stephen E.  
Greenblatt, et. al.  New York: Norton, 1997. 
 
Sidney, Sir Philip.  “Astrophil and Stella.” In English Sixteenth-Century Verse: An  
Anthology.  Edited by Richard S. Sylvester.  New York: Norton, 1974. 
 
Spenser, Edmund.  The Faerie Queene.  In Edmund Spenser’s Poetry.  Edited by Hugh 
 Maclean and Anne Lake Prescott.  New York: Norton, 1993. 
 
Tyndale, William.  The Obedience of a Christian Man.  Antwerp, 1528.  
 
Walton, Izaak.  “Life of Mr. George Herbert.”  In Lives, ed. George Saintsbury.  London: 
 Oxford University Press, 1927. 
 
Wright, Thomas.  The Passions of the Minde in generall.  Urbana: University of Illinois  
Press, 1971. 
 
Woodes, Nathaniel.  Conflict of Conscience.  Edited by John S. Farmer.  New York:  
AMS, 1970. 
 
 
Secondary Source Material 
 
 
Anderson, Ruth Leila.  Elizabethan Psychology and Shakespeare’s Plays.  Iowa City: 
 University of Iowa Press, 1927. 
 
Babb, Lawrence.  The Elizabethan Malady: A Study of Melancholia in English Literature  
from 1580 to 1642.  East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1951. 
 
Bald, R. C.  John Donne: A Life.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970. 
 
Bell, Ilona.  “Revision and Revelation in Herbert’s ‘Affliction (I).’” John Donne Journal  
3.1 (1984): 73-96. 
 
 
 172 
Benet, Diana.  Secretary of Praise: The Poetic Vocation of George Herbert.  Columbia:  
 University of Missouri Press, 1984. 
 
Bouwsma, William J.  Calvin: A Sixteenth Century Portrait.  New York: Oxford  
University Press, 1988. 
 
Brown, Peter.  The Cult of the Saints: Its Rise and Function in Latin Christianity.   
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981.  
 
Burke, Kenneth.  The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology.  Berkeley: University of  
 California Press, 1961. 
 
Collinson, Patrick.  Godly People.  London: Hambledon Press, 1983. 
 
Coolidge, John.  The Pauline Renaissance in England.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970. 
 
Couliano, Ioan.  Eros and Magic in the Renaissance.  Chicago: University of Chicago  
Press, 1987. 
 
Empson, Willaim.  Seven Types of Ambiguity.  London: Chatto and Windus, 1956. 
 
Fish, Stanley.  Self-Consuming Artifacts: The Experience of Seventeenth-Century  
Literature.  Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972. 
 
Fish, Stanley.  The Living Temple: George Herbert and Catechizing.  Berkeley:  
University of California Press, 1978. 
 
Freeman, Thomas S.  “The Importance of Dying Earnestly: The Metamorphosis of the  
Account of James Bainham in ‘Foxe’s Book of Martyrs’,” The Church  
Retrospective, edited by R. N. Swanson.  Suffolk: Ecclesiastical History Society,  
1997.  
 
Gardiner, H.M., Ruth Clark Metcalf, and John G. Beebe-Center.  Feeling and Emotion: A  
 History of Theories.  New York: American Book Company, 1937. 
 
Hamlin, William M.  “Casting Doubt in Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus,” SEL 41.2 (2001):  
257-275. 
 
Harvey, Elizabeth D.  “The Touching Organ: Allegory, Anatomy, and the Renaissance  
Skin Envelope.” In Sensible Flesh.  Edited by Elizabeth D. Harvey.  Philadelphia:  
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003. 
 
Healy, Margaret.  Fictions of Disease in Early Modern England.  New York: Palgrave,  
2001. 
 
 
 173 
Heffernan, Thomas J.  Sacred Biography: Saints and Their Biographers in the Middle  
Ages.  New York: Oxford University Press, 1988. 
 
Jackson, William A.  “Woodes’s Conflict of Conscience,” TLS (September 7, 1933):  
592. 
 
James, Susan.  Passion and Action: The Emotions in Seventeenth-Century Philosophy.   
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997. 
 
Kaufman, Peter.  Prayer, Despair, and Drama.  Urbana: University of Illinois Press,  
1996. 
 
Kesselring, K. J.   Mercy and Authority in the Tudor State.  Cambridge: Cambridge  
University Press, 2003. 
 
Knapp, Jeffrey.  Shakespeare’s Tribe: Church, Nation, and Theater in Renaissance  
England.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002. 
 
Knott, John.  Discourses of Martyrdom in English Literature, 1563-1694.  Cambridge:  
 Cambridge University Press, 1993. 
 
Lake, Peter.  Moderate Puritans and the Elizabethan Church.  Cambridge: Cambridge  
University Press, 1982. 
 
Lake, Peter.  “‘A Charitable Christian Hatred’: The Godly and their Enemies in the  
1630s.”  In The Culture of English Puritanism, 1560-1700.  Edited by Christopher  
Durston and Jacqueline Eales (London: Macmillan, 1996. 
 
Mahood, M. M.  Poetry and Humanism.  London: Jonathan Cape, 1950. 
 
Maus, Katherine Eisaman.  Inwardness and Theater in the English Renaissance.   
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995. 
 
MacCulloch, Diarmaid.  Thomas Cranmer: A Life.  New Haven: Yale University Press,  
1996. 
 
MacCulloch, Diarmaid.  Reformation: Europe’s House Divided 1490-1700.  London:  
Allen Lane, 2003. 
 
MacDonald, Michael.  “The Fearefull Estate of Francis Spira: Narrative, Identity, and  
Emotion in Early Modern England,” The Journal of British Studies  31:1 (1992):  
32-61. 
 
Malcolmson, Christina.  Heart-Work: George Herbert and the Protestant Ethic.   
Stanford: Stanford Univerity Press, 1999. 
 
 174 
Marcus, Leah.  “Textual Indeterminacy & Ideological Difference: The Case of Doctor  
Faustus.”  In Renaissance Drama 20 (1989): 1-29. 
 
Martin, Dale B.  The Corinthian Body.  New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995. 
 
Mueller, Janel. “Pain, persecution, and the construction of selfhood in Foxe’s Acts and  
 Monuments.” in Religion and Culture in Renaissance England.  Edited by Claire  
 McEachern and Deborah Shuger.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997, 
 161-187. 
 
Nicholl, Charles.  The Reckoning: The Murder of Christopher Marlowe.  London:  
Jonathan Cape, 1992. 
 
Otto, Rudolph.  The Idea of Holy.  Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1958. 
 
Overell, M. A.  “The Exploitation of Francesco Spiera.” Sixteenth Century Journal 26:3  
(1995): 619-637. 
 
Paster, Gail Kern, Katherine Rowe, and Mary Floyd-Wilson. “Introduction: Reading the  
Early Modern Passions.”  In Reading the Early Modern Passions: Essays in the  
Cultural History of Emotion.  Edited by Gail Paster, Katherine Rowe, and Mary  
Floyd-Wilson.  Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004. 
 
Paster, Gail Kern.  The Body Embarrassed: Drama and the Disciplines of Shame in Early  
 Modern England.  Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993. 
 
Paster, Gail Kern.  Humoring the Body: Emotion and the Shakespearean Stage.  Chicago:  
 University of Chicago Press, 2004. 
 
Patrides, C. A.  The English Poems of George Herbert.  London: Dent, 1974. 
 
Popkin, Richard.  The History of Skepticism: From Savonarola to Bayle.  Oxford: Oxford  
 University Press, 2003. 
 
Rush, Alred C.  “Spiritual Martyrdom in St. Gregory the Great.” Theological Studies 23  
(1962): 569-589. 
 
Sands, Elizabeth.  An Elizabethan Lawyer’s Possession by the Devil.  Westport: Praeger,  
2002. 
 
Schoenfeldt, Michael.  Prayer and Power: George Herbert and Renaissance Courtship.   
 Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991. 
 
Schoenfleldt, Michael.  Bodies and Selves in Early Modern England: Physiology and  
Inwardness in Spenser, Shakespeare, Herbert, and Milton.  Cambridge:  
Cambridge UP, 1999. 
 175 
Schoenfeldt, Michael.  “Reading bodies.”  In Reading, Society and Politics in Early  
Modern England.  Edited by Kevin Sharpe and Steven N. Zwicker.  Cambridge:  
Cambridge UP, 2003. 
 
Schoenfeldt, Michael.  “‘Give Sorrow Words’: Speaking Grief in Early Modern  
England.”  In Dead Lovers: Erotic Bonds and the Study of Premodern Europe.   
Edited by Basil Dufallo and Peggy McCracken.  Ann Arbor: University of  
Michigan Press, 2006. 
 
Shuger, Deborah K.  Sacred Rhetoric: The Christian Grand Style in the English  
Renaissance.  Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988. 
 
Shuger, Deborah K.  Habits of Thought in the English Renaissance: Religion, Politics,  
and the Dominant Culture.  Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997. 
 
Siraisi, Nancy G.  Medieval & Early Renaissance Medicine: And Introduction to  
 Knowledge and Practice.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990. 
 
Smith, Bruce R.  The Acoustic World of Early Modern England: Attending to the O  
Factor.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999. 
 
Stachniewski, John.  The Persecutory Imagination: English Puritanism and the  
Literature of Religious Despair.  New York: Oxford University Press, 1991. 
 
Strier, Richard.  Love Known: Theology and Experience in George Herbert's Poetry.   
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983. 
 
Strier, Richard.  “Against the Rule of Reason: Praise of Passion from Petrarch to 
 Luther to Shakespeare to Herbert.”  Reading the Early Modern Passions: 
 Essays in the Cultural History of Emotion.  Philadelphia: University of 
 Pennsylvania, 2004. 
 
Targoff, Ramie.  Common Prayer: The Language of Public Devotion in Early Modern  
England.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001. 
 
Theens, Karl.  Geschichte der Faustgestalt vom 16. Jahrhundert.  Meisenheim am  
 Glan:Westkulturverlag, 1948. 
 
Tilley,  Morris Palmer.  A Dictionary of the Proverbs in England in the Sixteenth and  
Seventeenth Centuries.  Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1950. 
 
Tuve, Rosemond.  A Reading of George Herbert.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press,  
1952. 
 
Vendler, Helen.  The Poetry of George Herbert.  Cambridge: Harvard University Press,  
1975. 
 176 
 
Waddington,  Raymond B.  “The Title Image of Herbert’s ‘The Pulley.’” George  
Herbert Journal 9:2 (1986): 49-53.  
Wilson, Luke.  Theaters of Intention: Drama and the Law in Early Modern England.   
Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2000. 
 
